
IBeYs: 12-1 Balance of Multiple-uses 

Letter: 1614 If offrsial policy IS to lnrtrate professional management consistent with the published goals of suetaimable ecosystems management then as~ume 
responsibility for balancing multrple uses of public forests INCLUDING TIMBER PRODUCTION with landscape-wide similzar ecosyetem needa on pnvate 
forest ownership 
forest management will Inevitably become 
NIMBY attitude 

other NP resources 
degree of resource protection and monitoring, so that timber can be produced with less environmental degrade than has occurred i n  the past 
This forest 18 an artificial foreat planted aa a timber resourae 
traila do not negatively Impact the environment In fast they areate fly ways for many birds 
It 1s important that we recognize the lmprtance of these crew m marntaining a healthy populatron of native wildlife and suitable wilderness 
habitat 

The less economic benefits and the fewer tons of wood fiber harvested from national forests, the more mtensxve and ugller prlvate 
The premise of managing public lands to emphasize aesthetic values and down play economics 18 the ultimate 

I endorse a significant shift In NP management away from the current levels of timber production to a level that better protects and promotes the Lettee: 1632 
Whereas timber will sontmue to be produced from the NP, I wish to see timber-related training and budget reflect a greater 

Lettee. 

L.tt.e: 

1654 

1674 

It has become a source of recreation for thousands and a harbor for wzldlzfe The 

R..ponse: Comment noted 

L-tt-r: 1680 Our forests serve PB havens for biodiversity and as a natural control system for a i r  quality To sacrifice this, as well as degrading sustainable 
recreational use, for the eake of a high yield, short term, econom~c return le inconsistent with thoughtful land stewardship 

R.epone.: see EIS appendix B for constramts used with all alternatives These constraints insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do 
not Lmpalr the long tem productivity of the land This la m accordance wrth Section 4 of the MUSYA of 1960 

L.tt.e: 150 Please consider the fact that Texas re known world-wide for it.8 wild-west Image, foreign tourist dollars are real, sustainable income 

R..pon@.: The PS BtrIves to maintain NPGT benefiting all mankind TOUr-Ists come to the NPGT for many reasons - camping, swm"mg, boating, hiking, frshmg. 
The EIS and Plan look at these areas and, while not addressing tourists directly, attempts to provide NPGT everyone can hunting or lust to relax 

enioy 

Latter. 399 Par tco much emphasis IS placed on high payymng lobs that destroy the environment and m&e a select few rich 

R-spona. The 81s and Plan are not about lobs, but managing the land in an ecosystem m-er 

Latter: 1773 I was under the impression that the NP was for "public" use and recreation Your BO called "important decision" (ORV ban) will ultimately force a lot 
of retired, elderly, or widowed people to move back to the dangerous hustle and bustle of the big citiee 

Ramponse ORVs have been Identified as a legitimate use of the NP It la definitely Q recreational pursuit Our intention IS to manage ORVs. to minimize 
resource damage 

L.tt.r: 1620 All of us have a right to use pvblic land for recreation I cannot believe the Porest Service blames ATV use for the problems your agency aaye the 
forests are encountermg What about clear cutting, 

R.eponm.: A n  ever increasing population, demanding more and more has generated more and more environmental laws and regulations to protect the reeourcee from 
the increased use and environmental concems RestriCtionB are implemented only to protect the resources and other users 
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- 1sau.: 12-1 Balance of Rultlple-uses 

hspars.. The constraint on even-aged m p t  was reduced m Alt 8 This gave an increase of 12% from Alt 48.  the preferred zn the Draft plan 

T..U.. 12-1-1 Commidrty use 

Lettee: 1619 Commodity extraction, zncludmg grazing and mineral extractron should not take precedence ovar recreation 
brological values 

Recreation should not take precedence of 

Raaponsa: Comment noted 

Lettar 1123 (pg 192-193, DBISI you have nature study making 15% gains but on page 193, you show a -1% 

Response The sentence on pg 192 states "Lifetime activrtrea such as " The paragraph on pg 193 shows prqected gams/losses by rndividual activity 

T..u.; 12-1-2 No commodity use 

I think It IS Important to have a long term, 8ustainable plan developed where the production of timber and cattle 18 done entirely on private land, 
not public land 

L-ttar: 1668 

Rasponn*. Comment noted, though thra la really a songresalonal-interest item 

Inn"*: 12-2 Implementation of the Forest Plan 

Letter: 1612 Alt 48 should provide the public with a better understanding of management piiOrLties based on expected funding Alt 48 cannot be achieved based 

Letter: 1723 (pg 27 Summary1 you talk about what the impacts of altematrves will be on wildlife 
on historical levels of funding 

what will occur ~n 50 yeare much less 10 yeare We are kidding ourselves to believe that these compar~sons mean anything They are useless because 
the money i s  not even available to implement the plana 

Yet w e  do not have a model today that can accurately predict 

Latter 1723 There are no promises of additional l a w  enforcement personnel and yet this IS what LS needed If such indiscriminant shooting IS to be stopped 

Response: Comment noted 

Letter: 1310 campground= should be self supporting Wzldlife doesn't need a budget. it ~ u s t  needs to be given a good habitat, whrch nature will provide for free, 
Range doesn't need a budget, grazlng should be self-supportmg or stop the grazing and save the taxpayers' money The and protection f r o m  poachers 

timber budget could probably be subetantially reduced too, eapecially if unnecessary roads are not built 
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12-2 Implementation of the Porest Plan 

Response. Comment noted, though this xs really a cOngresB1onal-inteTe~t Item 

Lett-=: 1310 With a $16,000,000 backlog m needed rehabilztat>on work needed on current camwround- and recreation sites, It LS unreallatic. rlluaory. and 
irresponsible to forge ahead with plans for burlding more campgrounds' 

R ~ e p o n c ~ ~ :  we are presently in the process of doing rehabilitation work on several areas 
and fundrng has been scarce 

Where 18 the money going to come from? 

Coats of replacing old wom out facllitlea haa gotten extremely costly 

Letter: 1679 The Draft PP xs general. not specific Prqect decisions do not tie back to the E19 thus neither addresses actual ennronmental impacts What la your 
planned timber sale program Which areae are you gang to cut, and when will they be cut The amount of timber alone le not really a plan, It 18 3ust 
a goal 

Reapon..: The revised Plan 18 a gurde to implement the selectsd alternative 
harvest method IS based on a szte-specific analysis and documented m the pmlect-level env~ronmental documents 

The 81.9 evaluates the environmental effects of the alternatives %e cholce of a 

L-ttar': 1723 (pg 230 plan) you need to determine what you consider przorrty for funding with a realistic budget You budget as zf you have unlimited money when 
this d0-B not occur What would Q realiatLc budget look like m fundrng all the things you want to do? 

Reapone.. W e  agree, however, budget cannot be used as a constramt 

mttar: 1723 (w 226 plan) the 3 yr implementatrcn plan is too long TWO yrs  should be the maximum Wait period and there needs to be some mechanism to keep 
from making crucial decisions that will materLally effect the resources before the new plan le implemented 

u.mpone.: Three years IS the generally accepted time frame 
YOU 

If you have a specific concem that needs a shorter time frame we will be glad to discuss It with 

Lett-=: 1472 Ecosystem management as described ID the DBIS IS, i n  many respects, very labor lnteneive There will be insreaaed needs for various types of 
expertise and for a labor force to implememt the management strategies 
to do all that will be needed to rmplement alt 4B 

budget levels senate Resolut~on 285 addresses this issue apecifLoally. 
appropriatione and the dxlzty to achrave a biological oblective Over the period of time 
to the social and economic Impacts 
demands 

It does not appear that €unding levels will be sufficient to penit the uses 

Letter: 1603 The budgets for each of the alternatives are hrgher than the current budget , The DEIS does not, show what the public could expect given current 
develop a schedule of management over time based on expasted 

A phased in approach would also be better able to respond 
AS the schedule 1s mplemented over time, the public will be able to ad]ust and respond to changing societal 

Any other approach would simply not be realistic, would cause significant LmpaCts without achreving the dealred obiective. and would be 
costly 

Rempns.. Pundrng IS always a consrderation during plan implementation Budgets are estimated based on a "perfect case" sceneno,  we acknowledge that actual 
we have made this concern clear In all discussions wxth the public budget & work output wlll be lees 

Latter 1723 (pg 228 Plan) since you have no wetland rnventory how will the District be able to determine where wetlands are* 
foreats and the grasslands a complete wetland# mnvento?r done for riparian areas, 100 year flwdplalna, etc 
It rams BO you cain see where water flows and wetlands are 

You need for all four natmnal 
This inventory needs to be done when 

R.#pone.: The ECS provrdea for methodology for such determlnatlons See plan appendlx A for details 
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- z..u*: l2-3 General 

1627 L.tt.2: Altenratrve 2 offers a net giunof jobs and the highest g a m  m m c o m e .  Those inoreases prwide economx s t ab i l i t y  and moderate growth to Bast T-. 

Ramp0n.x: We agree that Alternative 2 of fe r s  a net gam of p b s  and the highest gain m mcme 
values, pmducts, and conditions The alternatLve preferred reflects t h e  best mix with ~ 1 1  conezderations 

B u t ,  we have m manage the forest fo r  D w ~ d e  array of uses, 

IB-u-: 13-1 - 
Lett.=: 1723 

L~tbr: 1723 

L.Ct.2: 1723 

0.tt.Z: 1723 

Lrttmr: 1723 

Lstt-e: 1723 
L e t - :  1723 

Adequacy of the RevlsLon(a1ts. reauee, f m a t .  anz2ysse) 

(pg 48 DBIS) 
Eomments dld p e t  that  a f t e r  the comment Qerrod But you dieagreed 
(m 3 DBISI . "beat addressee the 15 m a p r  ISBUQS" that 1s a subjectrue statement and dBpenas on the po*nt of v i e w  of 

(pg 235,236 DBIS) . by allowing dearinga t o  be comsLdered €ore& land you m the n e k  of overestimating the timber e and w h a t  IS auaklahle &r 
wrldlrfe 
(pg 5 OBIS) you eay that the "Forset-wide ataadarda and gurdehnee provide Blgnificant protection measures" fo r  ORV use and Its rmparrs on the 
env'axonment. Thls 18 me tme. . open m a n g  -as vlll strl l  be alhwed . you strll a l l o w  ridlag on -a when I t  has rained .. I VEmt m o  
ndrng z n  rainy weather and Untrl eorla d q  out a f te r  rains. . 
LPg 2 2  summary) y" talk abaut how Alk. 6 p h % b i t s  ORV use. 
and 18 not allawed in  altematzvea for O W  use. 
(pg. 24, DBIS summery) 
(w 9 ,  W P )  

.C disagree that cormenta before and af te r  tho comment paezod for sap- did mor raise any MW azgnih-t issues. x f e d  that my 

you say that  the prefened a l t  
AgDin a s+ectrve decieron but one that neededto be made and -. 

the person 

Plotestiorr ef forest re~o-s mat -e &ret before any pay i e  alloued. 
on page 14 you say nothing about ths. 

I am m vioSent ~ppaeitzon to any a t t m g  an specral inte?zest areas. 

lcau are v e ~ y  c o n f o s ~  in clearly saying w h a t  =e 

I oppse  the use of any chemrsals for Uneven age management or ather management 



1.1Ym: 1 3 - 1  Adequacy of the Revrsronlalts, zss~e8, f o m t ,  anakyeisY 

La+%-: 1805 I w a a t  a Forest Plan that t ru ly  manages fo r  the preservation of a na tu ra l  native ecosystem.. 
a true Porest in gwd condition 

My cbldren  and gmdchzldren have the n m t  'w i nhen t  

IU.pm.0: -asr lrke all  lzvlng thmgs, do mt l ive  forever when a stand is regenerawd new seedllaga can ba-e established and the b- e e e s  begin the 
Trees planted 111 L920 are now 60 years old: stands regene-ted In 1950 w r l l  be 60 years old In 2010,  stands regenerated zn 1990 c y d e  over agam 

w r l l  be 60 yeare old zn 2050, and e t=  
the FEIS are a t  eustamable levels t h a t  do not mparr thhe long term productivrty of the land m accordance with S e h o n  6 (3) (E) of the RPA of 1274 as 
amended 

Regenemon enmree t0day.s forests pnll be here tomorrow. All timber hameet levels m the altexnatrves of 

L.te-: 1723 ipg 199  D E W  uncontrolled and contmlled ORV use has been pmvea t o  have adverse impacte t o  vegetation, so i l  and water values and not, as yo- say, 
"may" 

R..pon..: ORVa have been idaatifzed as a legitimate use of the NF It definitely a recreational pursuxt Our Intention la t o  "age ORVs, t o  rmnzuze 
r e s o m e  damage 

Let tor :  1632 36 CPR 219 27  mhLbita the abrlzty of the FS t o  adopt less Impactxve timber mgt systems am LB evldenced by the plan'e farlure t o  "rmt t o  a single 
acre of WAX. Prsdistably, RAM has been endoraedthmgh qualifxcationa (pw-164) su f fx i en t  to allow eleaTcutting of nz tu- l ly  every acre of forest 
ovterde of wldemeas. The Plan 1 8  fundamentally flawed L n  that it f a i l s  to have the authorzty t o  adequately address resource degrade and znbalance 
expressed in  the liesues and concern. 

R r . p o m r :  H a r v e s t  methode are based on a srte-specrfis analysia designed to meet the mite's DFC. 
NEPA 

The ennronmental impacts are documented xu accordance mth 
contract terma and conditions are ueed r m  Implement tha necessary S M i  t o  prev-t unacceptable damage. 

Lmtt-r: 1723 (pg 7 summary) .how may acres wzL1 have uneven age management uaed on them. Q 

maponar: The renaed Plan IS a guide t o  implement the eelacted alt-attrve. The EIS waluatea the emrironmental effects of the altematLves. The choice of a 
hamest method LS based on a site-epecifrc analysis and documented 2.n the pm,ect-level envlmnmental documents. 

Lot++.=: 1165 1 oppose any plan which wovld further destroy wxldlife habtar DE reduse biodiverarty 

R.sp0n.e: The PS manages for =able ppulatlons of wrldllfe that  occur naturally on NFGT. 
are analyzed xn the BZS 

The envlmnmentd Impacts om w%ldlrfe of the dlfferemt alternatives 

L o t t e :  U l a  The DRIS is inadequate t o  euppoa a Porest Plan Lt  doesn't talre a hard look at too many L ~ S L U B B  . It le biased against selectzon management and 
againat wzldemeee, while It xs brased In fa- of even-aged management and mad building 

~.rpon.m: A range of altemauvee with v-ng amounts of wrldernese and selection management -ea W e r e  analyzed Sea appendw B of the DEIS. As f o r  rssnee.. 
scop~ng and pubhc involvement were done m l a t e  1990, more than 4 . 4 0 0  commeate representing many diverae newpoints about FDrest management were 
received and reviewed Fifteen LBSUBB, 53 sub-leeues and about 500 unlque comments W e r e  Identlfzed T h e  15 mapr L88-s are addressed m Chapter 2 

of the FLRMP. 

Late.=; 1603 me ~ouns r l  requeete that the Fore& evaluate thhe benefit and cost of thzs deacrctlonary deas ion  and conader an alt-atxve t h a t  -ages the MA 1 

acres on a younger mtatxon. 

~.span..r: 1n AIternative 2 we analyzed some Bhorter mtations 
alternatives 

Loblolly of 60 and short and longleaf a t  7D. which are both lees than N n e n t  no actLon 
Also, the ~atzonaI h s t m n  IS for a reductron m the amount of timber volume t o  be prepared f o r  sa le  

0.tt.e: 1603 me council suggests that thhe Forest undertake an analyeie planned Costa to see =E there le some way to a h e v e  targets mthless expense 
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T.sU.i 13-1 Adequacy of the Revieion(a1te. issues, format, analyslel 

Response The FORPLAN model was used to rollover outputa QB constraints m the selected alternative 
approach 
cutback m most government budgets. 

In order to produce outputs with the most esanomical 
Site epecifrc work will be conducted the most efficient way as determined by the Diatrlct Ranger and staff, this IS neceaaary with the 

Latter: 1603 problems with the FORPLAN 1) the final harvest figure on about half of the yield tables re zero, 21 FORPLAN cannot accurately calculate inventory 
or growth, and 31 FORPLAN cannot automatically calculate the long term suetarned yield (LTSYSI Coefficients so the Rorest used e epecial set of LTSYS 
coefficents whrch may be m error 

R.mpons.: Problems were noted 11 This problem did occur on approximately one-third of the even-age management yield fzles This did not occur on the uneven- 
aged or thinning yleld files 
lalge percentage of acres baing assigned to uneven-aged and thinning perscriptzone 
reduction of acres forced into uneven-aged management 
be calculated within the FORPLAN model were to msur- that the cut will not exceed the growth and that trmber would be provided In perpetuity 
Therefore, constraints of LTSY and NOY were applied 
able to automatically calculate LTSY for age dependent yield tables 
thinning RCW yield files Therefore, using the formula that wae used within the model for age yield tablee. Total of all volumea cut over the 
rotation of Q regenerated stand by the number of years within the rotation 
uneven-aged condxtions were achieved 

No significant change in ASP or schedule of implementation was noted m rerunning the preferred alternatrve due to the 
Theae comect1one were applied to the frnal alternative with a 

21 This problem W ~ Q  identified during the analysis proceee 

This problem was also identified during the analysirr proceee 

The purpose of these values to 

31 The FORPLAN model was only 
Therefore. sin alternative method had to be detemined for the uneven-age and 

The volumes for the uneven-aged were averaged for harvested volumes once 
The following values were used 

Longleaf with w e  of fire and herbicides - 0 238 MCP/Asre 
Longleaf without - 0 157 McF/Acre 
Loblolly with "88 of fire and herbicides - 0 287 MCF/Acre 
Loblolly without - 0 189 scF/Aere 
Shortleaf with use of fire and herbicides- 0 264 McF/Acre 
Shortleaf without 0 174 MCF/ACre 
For RCW thinnmg presrrrptrons 0 00 McF/Acre 

L.tt.r: 1603 Texas forest plan used the same price trends It did In the 1987 plan There have been Important policy and economic changes m the timber 
economy since then 
prrce trende 

The 1993 RPA Assessment contains price trends that capture the Impact of some of these changes incorporate theee updated 

Respan... Concern over land and resource capabrlrty and sustarnability has contributed to the debate over centralized, top-down planning versus decentralized, 
forest-based, bottom-up planning 
plannmg. at the same time, national ob~ectlves are essential to Btrategic planning and setting longterm goale Binding targets set at the National 
level m past RPA Progama have resulted m a concentratron on timber outputs, NaClonal 
analyses are likely to overestimate productive potential, because site-specific resource mterastlons are necessarily lost m aggregating data 
looked at those as guidance and flexible goals By mamtaiznmng the 1987 PLRMP's price trends, we were able to compare the results with the 1987 
Benchmarks See Appendrx 8, Model Perimeters for discussion on pnce trends 

Resource capability info-tlon developed at the local level W a s  intended to provrde the foundation for RPA 

at the expense of conerderrng other outputs and condltlona 
we 

Letter: 1603 Eeon~mzc analysrs and employment mpact analysis cmtlnue to be we& tables showing ]ob changes should be expanded to address the changes by 
economic Bector the economic value of forestry Jobs compared with other lobe, such as recreatim 
public on the Inter-dependency of manufactoring and service industries 

to enlighten the decision maker and the 

Appendix-k page 161 



- Issue: 13-1 Adequacy of the RevLaron(a1ta. ~ S S U ~ Q ,  format, analyela) 

Respons.: Bconomlc consrderations enter NP planning pnmanly as concerns for the balance among resouroe values, about management efficrency, and impacts of NF 
management on cummunitlee 
decraions The PS used computer models - FORPLAN and IMPLAN FORPIAN was used to analyze investments, current and future benefits and costs and 
compared by calculating the preaent net value of the Investment 
but has limitation because many uses and outputs of thhe NP that are not marketed 
unmarketed w e s  and outputs might not have values that readily compare to market prices 
and existence values) can only be included a8 conetraints on uses and outputs 
of management elternatclves 
2Lblllty to influence demand factors, which are important to stable mndustry production 
defined Its responsibilxty to communities a8 attempting to avoid causing radical or abrupt shifts Ln local aosral and economic patterns 

RPA and NPMA clearly indicate that efficiency 18 an Important consideration but not the principle criterlm for management 

P O R P m  i s  a. useful tool for examining the efficiency of management alternatives, 

Furthermore, nonuse values of the forest (aptron, bequest, 
IMP- used the outputs from PORPLAN to identify the eeon-mic impact 

And those values outlined through exietmg techniques for 

IMPLAN estimates the employment and income by mdustry seotor for multicounty areas around each NP The Ps has no 
The FS has Ahxupt changes m the PS can be dxexuptxve 

L.tt.e. 1603 The DBIS could be improved by addrng historical outputs . 
plan decieione or accomplishments 
guidelines 

no action alt i s  used as a basis for comparing proposed plans to historic plane 
the no-action alt , has been modzfled to reflect the Current direction of the DIstrlct Court It no longer represents the Forest prey~oue forest 

the final EIS should include an additional alternative incorporating the 1987 plan With the 1985 RCW 

R..pons.: In response to issues identified durrng the scoping procesa, 9 alternatives were developed and analyzed This was determined to be adequate 

L.tt.i: 1603 The DBIS IS misleading with reapect to rotation ages The actual rotation ages are quite a bit longer According FORPLAN solution loblolly in MA 

Lett.= 
1 will be harvested at ages 100-120, not the 70 yra 
The draft EIS may mislead same readers about future forest conditione 

shortleaf IS halveeted at ages 100-120 not the 80 yrs 
1603 Clearly, the forest will be much older than implied by the DEIS 

Rampens-: In the short term there will be stands carried beyond rotation age because of unequal age drstnbution and the limits on the amount that can be 
harvested each period 
Alt 48 Age/Bxlstmg Loblolly Age/Harveet 
70-11.253 110-41,584 
BO-19.207 120-19.290 
90- 70s 130- 694 
100-22.610 140-12.662 
Acres of Existing Longleaf at Harvest 
110 - 164 Acres 
120 - 135 Acres 
130 - 5,332 Acres 
150 - 53 Acres 
Acres of Exzstmg Shortleaf at Harvest 
70 - 3,490 120 - 20,973 
80 - 4,252 130 - 748 
90 - 10,422 140 - 3,240 
100 - 14,695 150 - 5,614 
110 - 15,831 

Bepecially with the large percentage of acres being managed by prescnptmn other than even-age 

L.tt.r: 1603 me Poreef may have Over-constramed the timber harvest schedule because It did not analyze the actual harvest age the decision to requre 44% of 
the MA 1 acre* to all-ages management 18 unnecessary 
Had thhe planning analyazs displayed actual rather than minimum rotations, 

benefits from the all-aged pr'eecriptions wzll be provided by the long even-aged zotiltmns 
the conatamt would have been unnecessary 

R.spon..: This has been adzueted to 30% based on VQO ClaaQiflCatlon other than modifled plus 5% 
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- 1"I.: 13-1 Adequacy of the Revlaion(a1te. issues, format, analyars) 

Latter: 1603 The Councll 18 concerned that by not lwking at the actual rotatrons, the DEL9 may be underestimating the foreat health problem inherent to Alt 
Over 60% of the loblolly managed under even-aged preesnptlon, , will not be harvestad until sometime after age 100 The Council believes that this 
zs a preecrrptron for draster 

4b 

R..pons.: Some 74,230 acres of loblolly will be carrxed beyond age of loo m Alternative 48 

Latt-r: 1603 recalculate the ASQ for every alt using this appmach, to demonstrate the PORPLAN'8 economic assumptions are not overriding the forest's 
ability to produce sustainable timber outputs 

R..pon..: Analyst a d  thrs on the draft PP's selected Alternatrve 4b 
benchma& were approximately the same. 

The resulting ASQ was the same Thre reflects that maximum timber and max~mum PNV 

Lett.=: 1603 The DBIS  rollover was only done on the benchmarks and not for the forest plan alternatives The Council has raised thre issue of procedure m other 
forests all forests should be consistent with regard to normal procedures, (e g maxmmizing first decade harvest) 

R.spon..: Analyst did thia on the draft PLRMP'B selected Alternative (48) 
were approximately the same 

The resultrng ASP wae the same This reflects that max timber and m a x  PNV benchmark 

L.tt.e: 1604 The DETS farls to discuss adequately (xf at all) what measures the Pore& Semae  may have taken or may plan In compliance with the legal requrrement 
to pmteot soil, watershed, wrldlrfe. fiehenee, aesthetics, and forest productivity NFMA Sec 1604 (9) (3 )  (a) (v) 

R..pon..: See Appendix E of the DBTS Constraints and the "utormng Summary Table, Appendix c of the Dmft Plan 

Lettar: 
L.tt.r' 

1310 
1605 

There is no explanatron of the large difference In SMZ acreage between the 1987 Plan and the current Draft Plan 
There is no explanation of the large difference m SMZ acreage between the 1987 P l a n  and the Current Draft Plan 

~..pon..: The nparxan and wetland acres, floodplain soil with a hardwood foreet type, that were not previously rncluded ~n the SMZ (#4) were moved to that MA 
This was a movement of 12,972 acre8 f m m  nn 1 and 3,240 acre8 from MA 2 

L.tt.r: 1679 The Draft PP does not address the concept of producing a forest crop m peqetuzty 

R.mpons.. See Appendix 6 ,  PORPLAN analysis conatramfa The constraints for LTSY and "on deslmmg yield ensured that the total forest inventory volume left at 
the end of the planning horizon (150 years) la sufficient to maintain the harvest pattern Harvested MlUme does not exceed gmwth 

L.tt.e: 

L.tt.r: 1679 This Draft PP obviously came out of the PORPLAN pmgram What data was fed into the program You drd not document that you dzd the mnventorles 

L.tt.e: 
L.tt.ri 

1679 The BIS doas not offer Scientific research or documentation to explain how you are able to out so much timber without damaging watersheds. wildlife 
f w d  SOUTC~Q, habitat. and sensItiva species, fishsrzee, aesthetrca. and foreet productivity 

requlred by NPMA How do we know that the data ra correct 
There i s  no analysis of aggregate effects of management alternatives 
The Draft FP does not adequately address the current cost- and future benefits 

How do you know that the data IS correct? 
1679 
1679 

R.epon..: See Appendix B for analyaie 

Lett.=: 1679 The Draft Fp cost/beneflt analysls le warped The FS assumss ancreased water ylelds are a benefzt 
until mature 

The DPP does not lneure that trees wlll not be N t  
Too often pine trees h w e  been cut early to meet ASP 

Rampon..: Used values per RPA whxch ehowed that rncreaeed water ylelde have value See prev~ous  table far ages of harvested tlmber 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 178 D B I s )  I believe that the PS does not manage a srgnifrcant portron of Bast Texas forests The PS manages 5% of the total forest 
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I~SYI: 13-1 Adequaq of the Revzslonlalts. 188ue8, format, analysis) 

Reapen..: Though the NPGT compriaea a relatrvely small part of the East Texas timber market, the quality of NPGT market product Iprrmanly saw timber) accounts 
for a substantial 20.25% of the total Texas sawtimber products 

L.tt.i: 1767 Alt 1 designates 52% to timber productron while alt 2 and alt 3 each designate 401 but increases payment to counties 
accomplished but payments to counties should be increased rf possible 
volume whrle decreasing the acreage In timber production m your alt methods alt 2 IB appreciated 

I do not underetand how thzs 1s 
A further clanfrcatlon of your method/plan to achieve the rncreased dollar 

R-spen..: The difference 1s baaed on the direction on acres needed to support RCW 
uneven-age management 

1200-meter errcles are HMA concept and the different amount of acres m 

Lett.=: 1605 maps for roadless areas are often imprecise and hard to read F o r  special areas there are no maps or descr-lptions . except some unnamed dot 
clusters on some maps m the "Map Package " 
ecolql~cal, or how many acres It rmght contain Inadequacies m the maps of roadlese areas include failure to indicate clear boundanea of the stark 
Tract and the pmposed 410-acre addition to Wmters Bayou, and contmulng to xndxcate In white (private) the areas that the PS has acquired such as 
upland Island . and Tndran Mounds 
Another problem re the maps You do not have each potential special management area ahown m detail so a pereon 
can vrsualrre what the area looks like DOte on maps do not tell me what the sensitive areas are. how large they are, and what they represent You 
can do better than this and need to 

L.tt.=: 1838 W e  found the affected environment to be well described However, the scale of the maps provided with the DEIS to define the management areas and each 
of the proposed alternatives made It difficult to interpret many of the featuree w t h m  the proiect area and the proposed improvements W e  euggest 
that either the scale of the mapB m the FEIS be adlusted to facilitate the identification of natural and proposed features w2thm the proiect area, 
or the current maps be further refined and additional relevant features be labeled 

There la only one full liat of special areas fails to show which area will be botanical, scenic, or 

L.tt.r: 1723 These are very small and confusing 

R..pns.: The I m  agrees The final revlaed Plan has been amended to reflect this 

Latter: 1436 
You are makmg changes to your old plain and to historical usages of the forest. NOWHBRB In any of 
the domments IB there an mdlsatxm of plans for implementing these changes A TRANSITIONAL OR IMPLEMENTING statement or plan should be a part of 
this document 

That 1s fine and there are g w d  reasons to do so 

R..pOn..' 
After the RP selects a preferred alternative. a ROD wzll be prepared 
document any neceaaary tranartronal penoda and strategies for implamentating the revlaed PP 

The ROD details the reason for tha selestron of an altematrve and will also 

Lettar- 1460 The map supplement for alt 48 shows that--despite increased overall acreage for RCW mgt compared to elt 1 (present condltlon)--the draft plan 
ELIMINATES many R M  colonies from active mgt m the mgelma. Dayr Cmckett and Sabrne NP'sl 
excluded or considered expendabls 

No presently known colony, active or inactive. should be 

~..pons.: All active RCW colonies except for those m desrgnated wxlderneaa are in an HMA, which 1s designated as MA-2 m the revzaed PP MA-2 incorporates the 
RCW EIS 

L.tt.r: 1632 The plan acknowledges that trmber mgt has a dieproportionately latyge effect on overall resource outputs 
related to NPMA IAppendlx E, pg 58,) apparently mandates that BAM be used on NP lands I assert that due to the constraints imposed by 36 CPR 219 27, 
this plan 1s inherently unable to adequately addrees the iesuee and cancerns, namely. biodiversity, vegetation manipularron, special management 
areas, wildlife and fraherres, resource SustamsbilLty and mix of gwde and ee-i~es ny NP experiences have expsed instances where past XAM 
has failed to adequately protect and sustain soil and water quality, biodiversity, old growth, wldlife and fieherres, and natural integrity of 
Spesral Management Areas 

The Implementation regs (36 FPR 219 27) 
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PLIUI ?.ND E19 C0"S 
camants by Issue md Rampons. 

TBBU.: 13-1 Adequacy of the Revrsmnlalte, 188ue8, format, analyeis) 

Respons.: 36 CPR 219 27 spells out Some management requirements when even-aged management 1s used 
harvest method is based on a srte-apeciflc analyars and documented on NBPA requirements 
zmppaots 

The choice of a silvicultural system and Its assocrated 
Standards and Gurdelmee ere ID effect to mitigate negative 

Most problems occur when the S h 0's are not implemented 

Lettar. 1632 Notably lacking zn the plan IS methodology for lees Impactive, incremental restoration on a per stand basis amall group selection Additionally, the 
plan fails to =!early quantify actual targets for even and uneven-aged acreage 

R..pon..' No silvicultural system nor one of Ita related harveet methode 1s prohibited zn the revised PP 
and designed to meet the site's DPC 

Harvest methode are based on a site-specific analysia 
The environmental impacts are documented In a site specific BA which 18 available for public renew 

L.tt.I. 1723 ( p g  234 DBIS) 

L.tt.e: 1723 (w 33 DEE) you say Alt 6 wlll not allow any ORV use In the forests 

CBQ has regulations and D o t  guidelinee 
So these are not discretionary but are mandatory for agencies to follow 

CBQ used to have guidelrnea but modified and changed these m approximately 1979 znto actual 

But on page 26 you say "ORV use 1s limited to the current existing system of 
regulat=ons 

designated trails" 
on SHNP Then on page 36 you eay there are zero miles of trails for Alt 6 You are sonfueed yourself 

Then on page 34 you say that there are 40 miles of ORV trails when ~n realzty for Alt 6 the present PMTls are 55 miles ~n length 

R..pn#.: Thank you for brrnging this to our attention The final BIS has been changed to reflect better sonsietency 

Lath=: 1723 (w 6, DBIS) It IS never explained what the "potentral far overwe" 18 and how this will be m-nitored and what will occur If such overuse IB 
discovered 

R..PO"... 
This discussion IB found m detail m the 1992 AMs 

L.tt.c: 1723 (pg 49, DBIs) there 1s an overall conflict between hunting and all other forest usee I request that the Ps have certain areas designated during 
hunting season as herng off limits to hunting to provide safe havens for other forest usee 

R.spon8.: A desclsron to limit hunting or to restrict hunting areas 1s an administrative decision, not a PP decision 

I want en alternative that has all candidates for RNA designated so that the impacts of this alternative and the benefrts are fully L.tt.e: 1723 lpg 111 DBIS) 
laid aut on the table 

R.apons.. All areas recommended for RNA status by the review mmmlttee have been assigned to MA-ea, Research Natural Areas, m this rev181on 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 198-199 DBIS) envlronmentalrats never asked that all trails for ORV use, rncludlng the PMT'e be closed down 80 why do you propose thle L" Alt 6 

R.sponsa: Elimination of ORV use from the NPGT was proposed by some respondanre This alternative Was dsveloped In response to this lasue 

Latter: 1723 your personnel have solicited on 11-30-94 0Rv users to wrrte zn and ask that eoykln Sprmge not be shutdown from ORV uee when the ROD IS made and 
azgned the PS is encouraging the longer use of a sen81t1ve area by ORV'e which are deatroying part of the sensitive area 

n.apon..: We disagree with your accusation 

L.tt.r: 1723 

Bveryone with an interest m the management of the NPGT IS encouraged to write 

this document has only one set of s h Gs to look at, the preferred alternative 4b There are no other S & Os for implementing very different 
alternatives I7 othere) This m a k e s  zt rmpossible for the public to compare what the impacts will be with different S & GB I believe this 18 
contrary to NBPA and CBQ regulations whrch require a hard look at the lmpacta and requires comparrsone that are clear between alternatives 
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Rasponsa: Nine alternatzves were formulated m order to pmvide the "broad range" requeeted by the public and the Chief of the PS 
dietnbuting a plan-version of each would be too Costly We are not required to choose and publish a preferred alternative m the draft documents 
However, with the ongoing and eucseseful Involvement of the public In the formulation of the alternatzves, we felt the time was right to begin to 
choose a dxreetlon and yet reman open to public and agency comment 

But publrshlng and 

L.tt.E: 1723 lpg 48 DBIS) I disagree that Alt 4b IS the beat for small game Natural disturbance will occur in Alt 6 & 7 and will allow small game to make 
Also, It 

swamp rabbits will do well In Alt 6 61 7 
DBIS and W P  are cumulative impacts on and off forest looked nt 

In addition the old growth conditions will provide more habitat for gray squirrels and deer will be kept within their sanying capacity 
the disturbance and early successional habitat on ad3acent private lands IS Ignored In no place m this 

R..pon#.. Overall benefrts to small game show a better reeponae in alts 1-5 than x n  alts 6E7 More species were evaluated than what you refer to 

L-tt-e: 

L-tt-r: 1723 (pg 16 DBIS) Aleo, the cumulative impacts of SPB logging plus every other form of logging are not given Ifor alt 1) 
Latter: 1838 Limited discussions on Cumulative impacts for some resources are scattered throughout the document A summery of all cumulatzve Impacts listed by 

1605 The EA has not dzscuesed how the cumulative effects of harvesting timber x n  roadleea areas will affect recreatmnal use in wilderness areas 
constituting a vlolatlon of 40 CPR 1502 16,  1508 7 

affected resoui~ee could be presented separately for the benefit of readers 

R.sp~nm.: It le mprtant to understand that there are two levels of decision making In the FS 
the management of the NPGT Site-specific, p q e c t  planing to Implement the goals and ob)ectivee of the PP IS the second level of decision making 
"cumulative impact" 18 the "Impact on the envzronment which results from the incremental Impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions " 140 CPR 1508 7 )  Cumulative impact8 are among the effects 140 CPR 1508 8 )  that must be Included In 
considering the environmental consequences of actions 140CPR 1502 1 6 )  The "action" represented by EL PP 1s the seleetion of a programmatic framework 
to guide future decision makmng on the forest, using PP management direction as a gateway to complrance with environmental laws at the pro)ect and 
aotlvity level 
nature Compliance with NBPA is required at the point of an "Irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resour~e~ " In most cases, this commitment 
takes place at the apesific pro~ect/astlvlty decLeion point 
site-speCific envlronmental effects, prqect alternatives, mr the cumulative effects of individual pro3ectslaetrvltlaa that have not yet been 
scheduled 

The PP represents only the first level of decision making about 

A PP le not an aggregation of 10 to 15 years of indrvrdual pro3ect decisions The BIS for a PP le, therefore, programmatic ~n 

Therefore, the BIS for a PP commonly does not contam eite-specific data or disclose 

L.tt.r: 1310  The DBIS classifies the wilderness areas a- primitive ROS, but this does not meet the definition as given m the g l o s s a ~ ,  smce there 18  no place In 
any wilderness three milea from a road land I don't mean cloaed roads within the wilderness) A8 the AMs of 1992 suggests, this should be recognized 
and acreage available for primitive recreation should be listed honestly as zero 

R..pons.: Definition under physical locatlon identifies primltrve as 3 or more miles from il m a d  The socral and managerial definition of primitive Identxfies 
the number of Contacts with others and the managerial identifies how we would manage an area as primitive 
primarily because of the Social and Managerial elements 

Wilderness 1s assigned the przrative ROS 

Lettar: 1310 why doesn't the DBIS use e standard definition of ROS categories? 
mean the same In Texas as It doee 1" Montana 

It seems reasonable to me that primitive or seml-px2mitive non-motorized should 

Raspon'.: W e  are not aware of what the definition of primitive and semi-primitive are m the Montana PP 
handbook 

The definitions in the TX DBIS are out of the ROS 

m t t m :  1600 Both the plan Summaly and the main body of the Draft Land Use Plan state that the Angelma and Sam Houston Forests will build 250 miles of trail 
only m Appandix B does the truth Come out that the southern Rngelina will be limited to 50 miles of trails 
would asatme that each Porest would build 125 trail milee 

A citizen reading only the Plan Summary 
Such a citizen may have submitted very different comments had he horn the t a t h  
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R-mpon..: The plan summaw can not provlde detazled mfomation 
ground 

The PP 1s written to provide direction to the distrxct persomel to manage the resources on the 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 64. DBIS) I am agalnst chappmng. ehearmg. ecerLf.fymn9. n p p m g ,  prlmg. raking, bedding, drskmg. and herbxcidlng for site preparation You do 
not give all the ennronmentsl Impacts of these uses on soil microbee, fungz, salamanders, and other cmatures as well as soil emexan, compaction, 
mttmns, water pollutron, and other environmental damage 
salamanders, fungi, soil microbes, and other effects that these activities have 

The E16 for Vegetation Management le obsolete because It ignores the impacts on 

R.mpons.: The DBIS states "The environmental effects of theae Bite prep methods are fully documented In the PBIS for vegetative Mgmt 
Piedmont (1989). on p 64 The Veg. Mgmt. PBIS addresses the impacts to soil biota, reptiles, invertebrates, amphibiane k aquatic =vertebrates (see 
VM PEIS chapter IV 61 App A), as well as vertebrate species while the env impacts of choppmg, ehearxng, scarifymg, rzppmg, pilmnq, rakmng, 
bedding, lrstmg, and herbxiding for Bite prap 
that the env impaote to soil microbes, fon,i, etc , will not be eignificrant 

m the CDaetal Plain/ 

have not been exhaustively researched, we have inferred from the research that has been completed 

I..tt.r: 1838 We recommend that a Summarization of the control aotxons and standards specrfred m the 1987 Southern Pine Beetle Control BIS be provlded m the PEIS 
for the beneift of readers 
documents (the SPB, Veg Mgmt, and RCW EISS) without the benefit of discussing decisions made as a result of these environmental analyses 

The SPB BIS i s  widely available, and Its length and detail make It appropriate for 

we found too much emphasis In the DEIS on the mcorporatzon by reference to the other thrae regional programmatic 

R.spom..: Standards derived from the SPB EIS are noted m the PP 
incorporatzon by reference 

L.tt.r: 1723 The Porest Plan must detenine how many acres can be drilled Yet you are essentrally saying, that all acres can be drilled there 18 no 
environmental analysis to back up such a broad claim of environmental insignificance 

R..pom.. only mineral leasing availability ia determined m the plan Where to drill 1s a site-specific decision 

Lett.=: 1679 who wrote each part of the BIS and Draft PP what are the credentlale including training and experience of the members of your mterdraciplmary team 

R.sp0as.i See Chapter IV of the BIS 

Latter: 1310 The Draft Plan does not raepond sufficiently to the demands of the public for mqor refoms It za stzll 90 percent busmeas-as-usual 

R-epon.. 

Lett.=: 1723 

The BIS addmasee all SignlflFant zaeues raised during scoping The IDT IS not clear as to what this comment refers to 

(pg 45 DBIS) It says that uneven age management will produce a minimal amount of early e~cceseional habitat but on page 30 you show It will produce 
15.000-2e.000 acres by penad 1 In addition you never talk about the exceee of even age habitat that exzets on private lands that are adlacent or 
nearby NP lands 
of NP for Alt 6 s 7 Thie does not seem minimal to me 

You need to show the landscape p-rspectlve also Also by period 5, 0-15 yrs. of early aucceesional hahitilt will be on 371,000 acres 

Raspon..: This t a l e  reflects Porplan outputs Alt 6 was modeled with 10% BPM k the Polplan modal chose to take the maprlty of RAM during the first period 

Latter: 1723 (pg 85 DBIS) why IS there only one alternative with the court ordered RCW plan- 
rgnore how It has helped, 

since this plan has helped slow the declrne of the RCW why do you 

R..pon..: The court-ordered plan for the Mgmt 
opinion issued by the Pws. For thzs reason, only the current situation, Alt 

of the RCW m T ~ M B  was determined "to lrkely ]eopardrze the contrnued enstance of the RCW" m a brologlcel 
1. used this strategy 
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Lmttae: 1723 lpg 85 DBIS) In addltion no other ailtemtive has specific lmfiages Since this IS required by the RCW DBIS why would you ignore this and saddle some 
alternatives w t h  a lack of requirements that will be court required? 

R.span..: The RCW BIS does not require lmnhges between HNA'e 

WttrZ: 1723 
L.tt.r: 1723 

you do not study appropriate alta 
1t zs Important for the PS to Use the right termlnolqly from CBQ regulations. It 1s not a "reaeonable range of alternatives" that CBQ talks about 

but you must etudy "all reasonable alta " ae required by CBQ regulatrons 

but "all reasonable alternatlvea " In my mind this 1s very drfferent from a "broad range of reasonable alternatives." 

R.sponm.: The CBQ regulations atate that an BIS "shall pmvlde full & fair discussion of eignificant environmental xmpacte h shall inform decisionmakers h the 
public of the reasonable alta 
Bignlflcant environmental lssueB h alts k shall reduce paperwork h the accumulation of extraneous background data " (40 CPR 1502 1) The CEQ 
regulations also require that "The m g e  of alts 
agency decisionmaker. 
eliminated from detailed study, bnefly discuss the reasons for their having been elmmated 
into the NP system Land 61 Resource Mgmt 
reasonable ales accordmg to NBPA procedures The pnmilry goal zn formulatrng alts , beaides complying with NBPA procedures, 18 to provide an 
adequate basis for identifying the alt that comes nearest to maximizing net public benefLta, conelatent with the resource Integration h mgmt 
requirements of 219 13 - 219 27 Alts 
extent practicable the full range of mqor sommodxty 61 environmental resource UBBS 6. values that could be produced from the forest 
reflect a range of resoUree outputs 61 expenditure levels 136 CPR 219 12 
m the 81s. chapter 2, pagee 11-14 The alts were developed by an IDT, District Rangers, k their employees, h the Mgmt Tean m response to the 
rssuea generated through public Involvement by mdxvxduala, special Interest groups, h other agencies 
process emce then h untzl the analysis found m thze document was completed 
developed h analyzed for an area as large h diverse as the NPGT la Infinzteslmal, a reasonable range of alts 
Plaming regulatrons 

which Would avoid or minirmze adverse impacts or enhance the qualLty of the human ennronment Agencies shall focus on 

dzacuesed m environmental impact statements shall encompass those to be considered by the ultrmate 
140 CPR 1502 (e)). M e n a e a  must also "Rigorously explore h ob3ectlvely evaluate all reasonable alte , & for alts which were 

PS rege that Incorporate & implement these CBQ regs 
P l a n n m g  are found In 36 CPR 219. Among these requiremente ~e a pmvrslon to "formulate a broad range of 

shall be drstributed between the minimum resource potential h the maximum resource potential to reflect to the 
Alts shall 

(f)) The pmcese that the NPGT used to develop alta Is discussed at length 

The development process has been an ongoing 
IBIS, Chapter 1, page 91 While the number of alte that could be 

was explored to meet the CBQ h PS 

Latter 1723 please explain what the systematic mterdieciplznely approach aoneiste of* 

~.spon..: The phrase "systematic interdisciplinary approach" comes directly from the NEPA, section 102. where it statee that all agencies of the Federal 
Government shall "Utilize a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which will msure the integrated use of the natural & social sciences k the 
environmental design a r t s  m planning h m decisionmaking which may have an Impact on man's environment 
prepared by an IDT (16 USC 1600, sec 6 ( f )  (3)) The IDT approach for planning le detailed m the NPS l.RMP regs, 36 CPR 219 5, which states, In part, 
that "A team representmg several disciplines shall be w e d  for regronal h forest planning to insure coord-dlnated planning of the various resources 
Thraugh mteractione among Ita member-, the team shall integrate howledge of the physical, biological, econormc 61 socral sciences, and the 
environmental desim arts m the plpnning process 
lines 0 The mame section of the regs 
appointing IDT members 

The NPMA requires that Forest Plans "be 

The team shall canaider problems collectively, rather than separating them along disciplinary 
continues with a listing of the functions of the IDT as well as guidelines for responsible line officers zn 

L.tt.r 1310 SMZ'e need to be dlacvssed as a separate ISBY=. 

Latter: 1605 SMZ's need to he discussed as Q separate issue 

The PBIS needs to fully discuss all facets of this zaaue 
The PBIS neede to fully discuss all facets of this issue 

a..pons.: SMZ'e are discuaeed throughout the FBI6 m the Blologrcal, Physrcal Social Bnnronmenta according to standard BIS format 

Lam.=: 1723 (pg 3 DBIS) It la never stated what the Regional Guide is and the constraints Set Out by the 1990 Resources P l a n n i n g  Act Program What did these 
documents add to this PP's  mandates and how did they conetrain it? 

~..pon..: The many guidance documents used m the development of the 81s & P l a n  (mcludmg 1990 RPA) are p a t  that, guides These do not establish constraints 
or mandates 
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Lett.=: 1723 (pg 46 DBISI special management areas +is being negative for the economy because timber or other commodity production IS not allowed you do not 
admit that economic benefits also screw due to the recreational dollare that are dram in the local community a8 people come and visit these beautrful 
places You do not give an even handed analysis of eCOnomics when it comes to 
special management areas 

you do not try to value other benefits that these ereas generate 

R..pon..: All consideratmns (emodxty & non-commodity) are used m the PORPYLN analysla, including estimated influences due to recreation 6r aesthetic values 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 11 Plan1 how much has each RCW population mcreaaed In each forest? 
populations In the Texas NP have not stopped declining yet 

According to Warren Stames at the Trails Workshop on 11-30-94 the RCW 

R..ponm.: The PETS details the RCW mcreaee through 1995 

L.tt.e: 1679 The Draft PP does not reflect details of monitoring the effects of even-age cuts 

R.spons.: Monitoring of ob]ectives 6r action8 to meet ob]ectivee 1s described m Chapter V 
effects of actione on the biological h physical environment due to timber harvest, both even & uneven aged IS desorrbed 

Details of these monitoring actions are described m Plan App G 

I..“.: 13-2 Public involvement lprocess & opportunity) 

L.tt.r: 1409 
I would lrke to see corporate sponsors for each section of the trail (LSHTI 
eectlon leader to work with 
Guidelines and requrrementa to be followed In performrng site-specific analyses need to be developed and published m order to ensure completeness and 
adherence 

When new trail proposals are initiated vanou8 user gmvps ehould participate to ensure that trail location will not impact their usee and to help 
find the best lo~iltzon 80 that envrronmental h a m  IS minimized and areas that can take more abuse are chosen for the routes 

It would be a S ~ N I C ~  pmlect for their company and a group for each 

Latter: 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-aa-Ezl the public must have full input into management and other decision-makmg 
Latter. 

1605 

1723 

R.apon..: Comment noted 

L.tt.r’ 1614 The Draft EIS Summaly alludes to a current USPS goal of responding to the demands of the public I find DO fault with this premise If a means can be 
identified that allows Ps planners to hear from the public Sierra Club membership i s  p e t  over 500,000 
single Sierran and an equal number from w i s e  use advocates, you would be hearing from less than 1/2 of 1% of the Americam public Even If you add all 
27  members of TCONR, you still don’t have the equivalent of a drop In a bucket consequently, I Implore you to take guesswork, false aaeumptLons, and 
arrogant presumption out of NP m m t  USPS still has professionals who KNOW how best to manage forests M o d  mgmt le what you were trained for and 
1 s  still what the public most needs from you Most of what has been called anti-timber public Camment has in fact been elitist babbling from Q 

rdative handful of coercive utopians whose ultimate goal 1s to drive logger- out of American forests 

earch, proven standards and values that made America the preferred altematlve of m”mgrants from all over the world 
accede to the demanda of the public respecting forest management than read your orders from NOY 8 and manage our forests according to the best 
management possible consistent with the silvicultural standards you learned in forestry school and have seen proven in practical application 

If you received comments from every 

L.tt.r: 1614 on Nov a, 1994 we heard from the Rmerlcan publlc The message (publlc comment) most of us heard was a publlc desire to return to the basic, down-to- 
If official USPS policy i s  to 

R.sponsr: The IDT appreciates your eupport 
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IesU.. 13-2 Public rnvolvement (process h opportunity) 

L.tt.r: 1605 Regarding proposed new developed and Semi-Primitive recreation sAte8, no requirements are mentioned for site BIS or public comment 

R.spons.: Slte speclflc mformatlon wlll be gathered and pmvxded for publlc coment when the pro]ect 18 funded 

L.tt.E: 1723 PW-023 - you are Cutting out the public by not allowing them to participate m developing the gurdelrnes for protected habitat for threatened. 
endangered, and exemplary plant communities It la standards, not guidelines that are needed eo that the PS cannot be so flexible 

R..pons.: The IDT relied on documented research h epeciallst's input m developing this document 
have indicated tbrs 1s adequate m a programmatic document 

Review by state & federal agencies with expertise in the area 

, 
L.tt.e: 1632 Relevant to the Plan. the inherent nature of the scoping proceaa at the program and pro]ect level does not sufficiently empower the public to 

influence management direction 

R.apon..: The NFGT Planning Team followed the direction In the NPS LRMP regs 
PLRMP 
process (for a list of these. see the BIS, chapter v) 
follow until they are revised 

In 36 CPR 219 6 for invitrng publrc partrcipation in the preparation of the EIS s 
A number of federal, state h local government agencies, organrzatione h individuals were contacted S invited to participate in the planning 

While these procedures may not be to the liking of everyone, they are the procedures we must 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 229 plan) m other forests nome of the mtereeted public are allowed to participate with the mtsrdisciplmary team for site specific proiects 
why le this not true with Texas NFs? 

R.spon..: The publrs can participate with mterdrsclpllnary teame (IDT) and attend meetings provided that meeting participation is open to eve" However, 
only federal employeea can be members of an IDT Thrs policy le found in the PS NBPA Handbook, PSH 1909 15. sec 12 I "The team will consist of 
whatever combination of PS staff h other Federal Government personnel neceeaaq to provide the necessary analytrsal skills It Continuing m this same 
Bsotlon, "Others may aid or support the Interdrecrplmary team as determined to be necessary by the responsible official This participation must be 
sonsrstent with the Federal Advisory Committee Act of 1972 (5 USC 86 stat 770, USDA Dept Reg 1041-1, 11/13/89) " The CBQ regs provide much 
latitude to the agency h responsible official In determining how to conduct public Involvement (see 40 CFR 1506 6) 
public In PS planning & decisionmaking le found zn the PS Public PartlCIpation Handbook. PSH 1609 13 

lnfo on technique= to involve the 

L.tt.ri 1723 (pg 7 DBISI for planning the interdisciplinary team needs to have meeting= open to the public at times the public can attend This should occur for 
both this PP and the site spesrfrs interdieciplinaly teams that will occur later 

R..pons.. The NPGT Planning Team followed the direction In the NPS LRMP regs m 36 CPR 219 6 for mnv1tlng publzs partlclpatlon ~n the preparation of the BIS & 

PLRMP A number of federal, state, 6 local government agencies, organizations, h zndividuals were contacted h Invited to participate ID the planning 
process (for a list of these see the BIS, Chapter v) 
how to inform h involve the public provided that the requirements of the Federal Advieory Committee Act of 1972 are met 

POT 81te specific prqects, the responsible official has sonelderable latitude ID determining 

Latear: 1723 (pg 4 plan1 describe what the process will be for "development, rev iew,  and accomplishment of proiect rmplementarion by public Involvement and 
partlcrpation" 

R..pane.: The process for publrs involvement h partrcrpatlon i n  pm]ecte implementing the Revised Plan is discussed m the Plan, Chapter v m the Publxc 
Involvement section of the NBPA Proleat Requirements aubheadrng 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 4 summary) the public should have been rnvrted to formulate alternatives also 

Rampon..: Issues h dealrng with issuee within various alts has been a common thread throughout the planning process 
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IBIIU.. 13-3 Research Needs and New Ideas 

L.tt.r' 1632 As RNI management progresses, research needs to be done to det-me R C W  t-lerance of a wider range of conditions than 18  currently being prescribed 

L.tt.e. 1648 
RCW management should not be smgle-species management 

years ahead at a m i n i u m  
be aimed at abaalute rmnimum impact on the foreat 
sustainable 

Latter: Grazing research should not be done in research areas. More remarch natnral areas should be created 
L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 31 Plan) 
Latter: WA-ad-71 - the reaponsea to these natural and human beturbances nearby must he measured to ensure that you know wkat impact they are havlng on the 

botanical area 
Letter: 1723 you need to establish via a fire history research program what the natural regime, frequency, Intensity, and seasonabxlity of fire w a s  for each 

stand 

This must be quantified m the plan 
I am concerned that planning cycles and short rotation agee lead to a short-aighted perspective "Ieng term sustained yield" means thlnkrng 500 

Ba we do not yet have the science to reaLly h o w b o w  what we do will affect the fol;est on t h u  s a l e ,  all decrsrons should 
This aerspectlve will heter assure that the forest values we need -e truly managed to be 

1679 

1723 
the plant inventory IS not complete and a lot of species have been added to It since 1990 

R.spons.: Comment notad 

Letter': 1532 I recommend the Initiation of a bvological data base to provvde comprehensive and centeralined access to mdormatlon regarding sensitive plant 
populations. fragile habitat areas (bogs, wetlands, barrens, etc ) champion trees, and other b r o l o p d  =?eQouroes that should be protected Past 
degrade of sensitive areae .couJd have been avoided If landmanagere had prior bawledge of therr ex~atMce 
discoveries and additions 

The data base will also provide for n e w  
Such comprehenaive information 18 sorely lac- and necessary for adepatf protectlan 

Response. Recommendation noted 

1679 
1723 Other research includes the effecta of timber cuttmng and mite preparation M Batamandera, soll fungr, and goil DUM organisms I b e e  talked to 

~eeearch IS needed to d-e uuldhfe m m u "  -a requirement2 a n d d b l s h  hmw fragmentation afbets  each epeues 

.Elaine Ingham of Oregon'Btate Unrverst.uy who 18 doing woxk on rhe effect= cleamuttvlg and other Em& practices have on soil fungi and rmcrobea and 
she LB wrlling to test sorls m the Texas NF 

1723 (pg 39 #2 Plan) I am concerned about research that looks at the need for varzous Forest management practices The phrase ~8 so sub3ective 
that it can mean anything f m m  protectmg nparian areas to allowlng Aqging m riparian areas 
questlgas that you w a n t  anaward about a research toplc 

It le very distressing to see the research ~ e d s  that were devebped €or%& 1987 L m  are not belng reeearrhed 
you are supposed to do, that was put 10 the last plan. and which you bve not sanledeut 

about the management unplrcatws of the research to date on these tvo specres. 
what are the results to dare of the Sdhern Forest Experiment Statran sesearch that waa carried out f m  the list compiled? 
publls input intD research pmgrame 1s needed. 
you need to L s t  the reeearch that has been w l l a t e d  and filuahed and the results -that reviewers can see what research hae been 

Thrs la not a g-d example of developing specific 

1723 (pg 13 Plan1 yo- mentun ~everal research pm2ecta that have been mtiated. what axe the prehmmay results of thra ongoing research? 
1723 

1723 (pg 33 P l a n )  you fail to mention the research that is ongorng on &be C a n e b r a k e  Raetlesnake and the Loulelana Pine Snake You need to talk 

1721 (pg 31 Plan) 
1723 (pg 19 Plan) 
1723 (pg 41 DBIS) 

_ _  Tins LS a backlog of research that 

Not 2-k once for the m P  process but rontmually throughout th h e  IO year plan period 

done end haw Lt has been applisd to NP management 

~empon-e: Research infarmationgrovided zn SP chapter I11 le not =tended to derail1 all pc02ects or all specific aspects of past, pmsent OY future research 
rnweatzgatlons It YB beyond the =ope of t h h e  PP and BIS to pmvlde t h r s  derarl. 
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T..U.- 13-4-1-1 Like - Alternative 1 

L.tt.Z-: 857 I aupport Alternatxve 1 
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- 1SSU.i 13-4-1-1 Like - Altematlve 1 
L.tt.e 
Lett.=: 
Lett.=: 
L.tt.r 
L.tt.e: 
wtt.r: 
L.tt.I. 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.e: 
L.tt.I. 

888 
1320 
1458 
1467 
1585 
1629 
1642 
1643 
1650 
1767 

At minimum, Alternative #I. should be left m place 
I am writing concerning the use of the Grasslands 
I support open IORV) uee of our National Poreet Alternative 1 
I encourage you to adopt alternative #I or #2 
I have read the alternatives and support alt 
My preferred alternatrve la 1 or 2 
I support alt #I of issue #4 of the Land Management Program 
I support alt #I of 188ue #4 of the ORV program 
I support the ORV plan m alternative one 
I realize the USFS IS under a federal mandate to protect the RCW, 
of the others but etrll falls short In several respects 

I am well satisfied m t h  our Current management and would like to continue uamg It 

#1 

I feel that the current plan 18 adequate Alt 1 would seem to be cfoser than any 

Response: Comment noted 

13-4-1-2 Dislike - Alternative 1 

1s.u.: 13-4-1-3 Modify - Alternative 1 

Tm.ue 13-4-2 Alternative 2 - 

Ismu.. 13-4-2-1 Like - Alternative 2 

L.tt*%. 

Latt.r. 

L.tt.T 

Lettar: 
L.tt.C': 
L.tt.C': 
L.ttO. 
L.tt.i'i 
Lattef' 

1308 

1603 

1614 

1618 
1627 
1634 
1651 
1676 
1671 

I m o ~ e  strongly support alt 2 This alternative costs lees to implement than the preferred alternative (4b). it allows for more timber to be 
harvested (whish, of cou~se. will be followed by regeneration), It allows for ample small game habitat, It has the greatest payback to counties, it 
doesn't call for excessive road conetructxon, and RCW habitat contmues to meet court-mandated guidelines 
The Council supports alternative 2 which emplasized commodity production while providing necessary RCW XabLtat as IdentzfLed in the RcW draft 
guidelines 
Although Alt 1 (no change) offers the greatest theoretiad harvest volume, the lowest USFS budget requirement and contznued coddling of special 
Interest groups, It would be pointless to favor Alt 1 because of the official finding of a "need to change" Therefore, my preferred alternative 18 
Alt 2 
I prefer Alt #2 
I favor activrtlea m alt 2 maintain the health and productivity of the forest 
I prefer alt 2 which emphasizes tree farming whrle etrll providing for RCW P other interests 
I support alt 
,,, I am 
I would like to endorse ale 2 of the DEIS 

2 which emphasrred commodity production whrle still providing the minimum RCW Habitat Management area as identified in the RCW 61s 
supporting alt 2 of the alte being reviewed at this time regarding the NF use 
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Iasua 13-4-2-1 Like - Alternative 2 - 
Latter 1755 we support alt 2 Thrs alternative will allow for a considerable larger harvesting of timber, which we hope will cure some of the p ~ n e  beetle 

problem 

8.spon.e: Comment noted 

1m.u.: 13-4-2-2 Dislike - Alternative 2 
L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 17-19 DBISI Alt 2, I am againat any emphasrs on commodity production since thia i s  against the l a w  and will ensure that RCW will not do well 

You allow monmulturee to ocmr here and In  the general forest. you allow open riding ORV areas, short rotatrons, even age management 

R.spon.e: comment noted 

I..U.. 13-4-2-3 Modify - Alternatrve 2 

J3.u.: 13-4-3 Alternative 3 

T..u.; 13-4-3-1 Like - Alternative 3 
Letter. 1256 I favor Alternative 3 as the first choice and Alternative 4a as a second, but lese desirable, choice Among advantages of Alterntative 3. m my 

professional opmion, are. 11 Reduced suaceptibility to a mapr pest, the southern pine beetle , 21 higher production of commodities and payments to 
countzes from scheduled hameeta of timber , 3) less need for road reconstruction , 4) reduced costs of management. compared to Alternative 4b. 
a prqected savings of $1-2 million mually, 5) sufficient habitat to ensure RCW recovery end stability 

3 appeals to me because It comes fairly close to Q harvest regime that equals the growth of the forest while maintaining RCW habitat at an above 
minimum level rewired by law 

Latter. 

Latter. 1733 Overall my cholce Is alt 3 of the DBIS 

1438 Ale 
Thrs alternative also appears to provide amenities at a moderate level 

R.apon..: Comment noted 
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1e.U.: 13-4-3-2 Dislike - Alternative 3 
Lett.=. 1723 lpg 20-21 DEIS) Alt 3, agam this alternative has tao much commodity orlentiltlon There must be no open rlding ORV areas, rotatLon ages need to be 

longer, even age management needs to be abandoned. the RCW needs older trees, mineral drilling needa to be reduced, and grazing must he reduced 

P.spon... Comment noted 

__. I*.".: 13-4-3-3 Modify - Alternative 3 

I..".: 13-4-4 Alternative 4 

I..U.; 13-4-4-1 Like - Alternative 4 
Lettar: 1723 lpg 21-22 DBIS) Alt 4 maximized ROI management which IS really a way to hide maximum tlmber production and reduce h a d m o d  Competltzon I am 

against even age management and want NeblettB creek, Big Woods. and the Angelina River protected 

Remponmw Comment noted 

- 13-4-4-2 Dielike - Alternatlve 4 

I..U.; 13-4-4-3 Modlfy - Alternatlve 4 
Latter. 652 I support alternative 14b) If the Wordzng were changed to allow the open ridrng area 
L.ttm: 1585 A l t  #4 would become my first choice If 1t were reworded t o  allow t b h e  open ridmg areas to remain OPM w h i l e  the additional zoo miles of permanently 

marked trail are built and added to the existmg 50-55 miles of PNT 
usage already 

This would reduce the load on the existing trail system suffermg from over 

Respone.: Comment noted 
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Issue: 13-4-5 Alternatrve 4a 

l..U.i 13-4-5-1 Like - Alternative 4a 

T..u.: 13-4-5-2 DIslrke - Alternative 48 
L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 21-23 DBIS) Alt 4a. I am against even age management What does managed as an urban forest mean? You never tell how such forests are different, 

what specral guidelines or standards they have, how their m188mo drffers from the other forests 
short for RCW and 00 areas 

I oppose open ORV areas and the rotations are t W  

R..pon..: Comment noted 

I..".: 13-4-5-3 uo&fy - Alternative 4a 
I.++.=: 888 Alternative #4. 43, 4b would be preferable IF the currently designated open Riding &ea (bound generally by Stubblefield Lake Road, PM 1375 and FM 

L.tt.E: 1619 I prefer alt 4A except must increase SPB suppression, timber harvest should be mcreaised, RCW receiving exces81ve consideration, Herbrsides should be 
149) 

allowed extensively 

le left open until the balance of the proposed 250 milea of designated trail 18 complete 

Raspon..: Comment noted 

T..U.: 13-4-6 Alternative 4b 

1n.U.' 13-4-6-1 Like - Alternatrve 4b 
L.tt.r: 990 Alternative 4b seems the best Please no more land given to Wilderness Areas 
L.tt.E: 991 

L.tt.r: 1409 
L.tt.e: 1436 

L.tt.r: 1581 

I concur wltb the selerztlon of Alternative 48 as the preferred alternative for the longtem management of the Natlonal Forests and Grasslands In 
Texas 

the plan should be a balanced plan that does not favor any one group of people Alt 48 seems to be the most balanced 
I agree with your selection of alt 4B ae providing the moet benefit for everyone znvolved and at the same trme managing the resources of our Np for 

generatrons to come 
I am pleased vlth p u r  new land management Draft ~~VIBIOIL We are 1-king forward to 250 miles of ORV trails 
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13-4-6-1 Like - Alternatlva 4b 
Overall. the preferred alt 
values of the lands m your stewardship 

Lettar': 

Lettar: 1175 I firmly agrae to the preferred alternative 48 
Letter 1808 we support mplementatron of the preferred Alt 4b. as It related to RCW management end establishment of RCW HMAe 
Latter. 

1763 presented In the Plan represents an earnest attempt to integrate traditional multiple-use activities With other resource 
In this regard, the Plan shows promise for establiehlng ecosystem-based management 

1838 We concur with the USFS's determination that Alternative 4b establishes a fair balance m meeting the economic needs of the varmue foreat and 
grassland users and local counties, while providing for the PMteStlOn of RCW and other natural valves 
stated oblectzvas of the NFGT Revised Forest Plan 

according to our reeponsibLlity under Section 309 of the Clean A n  Act, to inform the public of our views on proposed Federal actions 

In addition, this alternative supports the 

Lettar. 1838 EPA rates this proposed actlon/DEIS as "LO". I e , EPA had "Lack of Ob3ectione " Our classlfrsatlon will be published m the Federal Regimter 

Raspone. Comment noted 

13-4-6-2 Dislike - Alternative 4b 
I 

97 
102 

103 

200 

2 2 2  

a30  
417 

7 2 2  

1257 

1309 

1310 

1310 
1453 
1600 

I wish to express my opposltmn to AltemSLtIVe 4b because It continues the destructive system of even-age logging (clearcutting, seedtree, 
shelterwood cutting), large group seleCtlon ("patch clearcute") and heavy salvage, The annual Allowable sale Quantity of 101 6 million board feet 18 
too high, Trails and streams are not adequately protected. Too much emphasis 1s placed upon commodity production (timber, oil, gas, grazing) at the 
expense of ecosystem protection (biodiversity, moils, old growth. wildlife) 
I oppose Forest Service Management Plan. (Alternatrve 48. Draft EIS ) 
I am critical of, and in DppOQltlOn to, the recent Draft Land 61 Resource Management plan because zt contlnuee to allow destruction of more trees and 
land and doesn't adequately protect present trails and streams 
I am not eatlefied with Tx Forest Plan which emphasizes even age logging I believe income will be m m e  fairly distributed throughout communities when 
individual loggers can m&e Independent livrnga doing single-tree selection 
The proposed policy i s  appallrng 
info tree p1antatxons 
I have very strong feellngs regardlng the F S ' B  recent Draft Land and Resources Management Plan (Alternative 4b. 
amount per year la far too high 
I express my opposition to Alternative 4b. Draft BIS 
I oppose thia draft Ps plan as It places too much emphaais on timber, orl, gas, and grazing operations at the expense of ecosystem protection 
(biodlversrty, ~oile, old growth, wrldlzfel and preservation for the future generations 
Alternative 48, Draft EIS Le heavlly wezghted towards timber, 0x1, gas, grazlng. etc wzth Inadequate protection for wlldlrfe. brodzverelty, old 
growth, etc we need protected areas as well as industry 
Alternative 4b is NOT satisfactory because It emphasizes busrness as ueual commodity production 18 more important than ecosystem protection and 
recreat1ona1 "e- 
This office belrevea Ale 48. the alt preferred by the NFGT does not offer as much protectLon to areas with a hzgh probability for contilining historLC 
propertres as do alts 6 and 7 
I like the proposal to protect more of the foreat as special areas 
management 1s still extremely lopsided 

represente oome decrease ~n &SSP f m m  the prior plan, actually Just brmgs the ASQ zn line with current exce881ve logging 
There 18 an excessive emphaeie on timber production at the expense of a diversity of more suatamable noneansumptive uees 

have led me to support alternative 1 or 2 
Farest Service policy from the federal Courts 

A careful reVleW of It reveals that It la nothlng m o r e  than a contlnuatlon of the transformatLon of Texas' forests 

The board feet Draft EIS) because 

However. the balance between protected areas and areas devoted to timber 

I feel the Forest Serv~ce'e preferred altematlve 48 is a mieguided attempt to regain control of 
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- IsBUe: 13-4-6-2 Dislike - Alternative 4b 

L.tt.r: 

L.tt.C. 
L.tt.Zi 

L.tt.r: 

1603 

1605 
1631 

1634 

1640 
1723 

1733 
1765 

1801 

The Council opposes the preferred Alt 
forest 
We find many failings and faults with the preferred alt 48 
I regret that you have chosen alt 48 . I do not agree with your opinion that It IS the best combmatLon to meet needs for endangered and threatened 
apeslee, ecosystem Integnty, and multiple-resource auatarnablllty Alt 48 continues the destmctive ayatem of even-aged logging whereas, selection 
management should be used for a11 commercially available national forest land m Texa8 
Alt 48 severely restriots the income producing potential of the timber lands while overemphasizing RCW management I think the birds will S U N I V ~  m 
a managed b active tree farm 
Alt 48 allows serious habitat and wrldlife disturbance with ORV's going cro8s Country m 1/2 the forest, along wxth 250 miles of new trails 
(pg 23-24 DRIS) Alt 
even age management and open ORV areas The rotatlonB are too short for RCW and urban foreat not explaned 
I disagree with 48 as the preferred choice 
Alt 48 Of the DBIS falls to meet the 8Wultiple-Uae" criteria as required by law Further, by your own figure#. It does not comply With pmdenc 
forest management practices and stewardship of public lands 
forest by 50%' Your proposed rate of Cutting cannot protect the natural ecosystem diversrty of plants and wildlife communities 
members 
madequate protection for senaitrve natural areas. such as streams, trails and candidate wilderness and special areas It calls for e x c e ~ e ~ v e  timber 
production goale and continued reliance on ,'even-aged" logging, to the detriment of the forests' rich biodiversity and other multiple-uses 

4b our comments point to the shortfalls of Alt 4b and to specific problems ~n the p l m m g  method used by the 

4b. I am against the large MA-2 and HMA which includes all of SHNF You will reduce hardwoods too much here I am also against 

The annual ASP proposed (101 6 MRBP) exceeds the suatainable board feet yield for this 

wrll be inlured zn their enloyment of the forests If the agency's preferred alt ID the draft plan IS adopted The preferred alt 48 provides 

R-spons.: Comment noted 

1s.U.. 13-4. - 
L.tt.Ei 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.=: 
L.tt.e: 

L.Ct.=: 

-6-3 

233 
858 
887 
994 

1226 

1281 

1599 

1629 

1642 
1643 

Modify - Alternative 4b 
I am opposed to the new Draft Land and Resources Management Plan (Altematrve 4b, Draft R I S I  on several polnte 
Alternative 48 (wrth the exception of reducing MA-2 to around 30%) le the most fair plan for all interests 
I am zn favor of the preferred alt (4bl 
My preferred alternative would be 4b If the wording Were changed to "open Riding Area" (Sam Houston NP) would remain open until the total a m m t  of 
designated trail is m place and open for use 

propoeed trail additLon8 can be put m place 
on the concentrated use of this re-esource The open riding area must remain open until the designated trail system can be expanded to the proposed 

Alternative 48 meems to be the most acceptable plan, with a few changee Since the LBJ Grasslands IS located near the Metraplex. I feel there should 
be lees emphasis on grazing and more emphasis on wildlrfe management and recreation 

established 
I could support 48. If the number of miles were increased to 100 or more 
trail system i s  m place . 
I would rather eupport alt 48 If It were written to keep the open Riding Area as It currently LS until more trail mileage IS added to replace It 
I would rather support alt 

like to go on record as supportmg the preferred alternative (4b) With the following changes The open riding area should remain open untrl the 
our ex18ting designated trail system 18 over used now We need to do eveqthmng possible to cut down 

plan 

supports the preferred alternative 4b. with the followrng change The open riding areas ehould remain open until the propoaed trail additions are 

If 48 IS selected, no old or existing trails should be ceased until the new 
Cloaing the open areas would only cause heavier use of the existing trail Bystem 

48 of the plan rf It prevented closure of Ths Open Riding Area until more mileage IS ~n place 
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- lesua: 13-4-6-3 Modify - Alternative 4b 
Lettee: 1650 I would also support alt 48 if the wording was changed eo that the open Riding Area would stay open until the total amount of designated trail is 

In place 

trail added to the designated trail1 system 
the prefened alt 4B offers a. g w d  plan for meeting the multiple UBB goals of the PS 

following issues addressed In the plan (letter 1655) 

If the Open Riding Area is closed before the designated trails are In place It would create even more use of the existrng designated trail 
The exrstmg designated trails are multi use trails, not 2ust ORV trails Since the exlstmg plan Went i n t o  effect m 1987 there has not been any 

L.tt.r. 1655 

L.tt.2: 1769 We support the preferred alt ( 4 8 ) .  although It should be slightly modified 
Latter: 1802 

, Before we CM fully support , we would like to see the 

proposed decision seriously conflicts with the social ob]ectiYes as outlined zn the DLRMP (Plan IV-46). "Provide a broad spectrum of dispersed and 
developed TecL-eation opportunities to accommodate public demands * we urge these r e v z ~ l o n s  
Immediate expansron of the desrgnated era1 system In the Sam Houston to 
neceasairy and valid recreation, 4) Remove discriminatory references to O W  uee and treat OHVere on +in equal basis with other recreationists 

1)retent.ron of open OHV use m the Angelma NF. 2) 
200 miles, 3) Recognition and accommodation of Pour Wheel DIInng  as a 

Rempons.: Comment noted 

Letter: 216 Please understand that I apprecrate your efforts to manage the forest professionally please understand that I propose the continued use of the 
area (Angellna Forest-Boykln) under an OPEN FOREST concept 

~.spon..: Improperly located trails and overuse of areas accelerate e r o s ~ o n  of areas when LL rains 
use, thereby minimizing resource damage 

our Intent 18 to properly locate and better manage the ORV 

L.tt.r: 1281 Units 29, 30 & 75 should be changed f m m  grazing to wildlife management and recreation W e  would also like to see these three Units, plus unit 34 
dedicated as a permanent field trial grounds 

Raaponrre: 

Grazing emphasis will not preclude wildlife mgmt 61 field trial activities 

13-4-7 Alternative 5 

Issue 13-4-7-1 Like - Alternative 5 

1.e.Y.: 13-4-7-2 Dislike - Alternative 5 

I..Ye: 13-4-7-3 Momfy ~ Altematrve 5 

L.tt.r: 1723 ( pg 24-25 DBIS) Alt 5 rotations are too short but I support additional wilderness and speclal lnterest areas and lzke the deemphasla In 011 
and gas drilling and grazing 
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- Issue: 13-4-7-3 Modify - Alternative 5 
R.sponne: Comment noted 

I..ua 13-4-8 Altematrve 6 

I..".: 13-4-8-1 L i k e  - Alternative 6 
L.tt.r: 

L.tt.E. 

4 I support their (TMNR) decision an the prevention of clearcutting I still think that the related techniques are more than plenty 

7 

97 
102 
105 
114 
116 

117 
222 

226 
230 
233 
277 
342 
343 
368 
369 
370 
371 
373 
380 
386 
389 
391 
414 
427 

I urge you to implement Alt 6 with these malor elements Timber harvest using single-tree selection mgt wlthout herbicides, An ASQ of 62 9 MMBP 
(Includmg salvage), a sensible compromise between zero-cut, park-lzke management, and intensive oommercial timber mgt, No cutting, except for hazard 
trees, or burning Within 150 ft of designated hiking tralle, like the Lone Star Hiking Trail, Four C's Trail, Trail Between the Lakes, and Piney Creek 
Horse Trail, No cuttmng or burning inend= S M Z ' s  (150 ft from perennial streams, 100 ft from intermittent atreams, 75 ft from ephemeral streamel, No 
ORV use off of designated ORV treills 
standard, Protect Longleaf Ridge (30,000 acres) and Blg Creek Area (6,000 acres) as special areas, and expand Winter'B Bayou Scenlc Area to 1700 
areas, No leasing of federal minerals m ecenlc or botanic areas, nor Within streamside or trarl corridors 
I urge you to implement alternative 6 EIS 
Pleaee re-consider using alt 6-DEIS which has been carefully thought out to protect our woodlands for future generations 
W e  support Alternative 6, etc 
I am wrztlng to ask you to consider AlternatLve 6 of the USPS Draft Forest Plan zn Texas 
I wish to express my  upp port of the compromise Forest Management Plan (Alternative 6, Draft EIS) This plan protects trails, endangered species and 
nearby streams 
I Write you to support Alternative 6 without herbicides 
There 18 a plan that is much better suited for the lob that you are empowered to do 
Management Plan 
Please rmplement the Compmmlee Forest management plan (Alt 6, Draft EIS) as a more balanced comerclal/ecologlsal plan 
I ulge you to implement Alternative 6 of the Draft EIS 

Stabrllne current tralls to stop gullying and erosion No new ORV trails untll current trazls are brought up to 

This plan also balanoes lobs and protection of the environment Please coneider the plan aa a compromise among various Interest* 

That plan la Alternative 6, Draft EIS, or the Compromise Forest 

please Implement Alternative 6, 
recommend the adoptlon of the Cmprmlae Porest Managanent Plan (Alterntrve 6, BTS) 

Draft 61s 

This letter IB to express my support for Alternative 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
I urge you to implement Alternative 6 
I suggest Plan 6 
I prefer Plan 6 
Please adopt a plan similar to Alternative 6 
I support plan #6 aa endorsed by The Sierra Club of T e ~ e  
I support Alternative #6 
Please adopt E18 Alternative 6 . 
I am strongly convinced that AlternatiYe #6 beet reflects the phrloeophy for ecological management of our national forests 
Please Alt #6. 
The PS Joined Ln the Partners zn Flrght mltlative - please honor that commitment and implement Alter 6, Draft 61s 
I am m favor of the suggested alternate Plan 6, and would strongly recommend that zt be adopted 
I strongly concur with placing more emphasis on the long term health of our forest Ze-eBwrcee and less on short term timber productLon 
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PLAN AMI EIS C0"S 
Comments by IPSU. and Response 

InmYa: 13-4-8-1 lake - Alternative 6 
L.tt.E. 

L.tt.e: 

L.tt.X 

503 

524 
614 
648 

649 
961 
983 
1160 
1218 
1257 

1259 
1260 
1309 

1309 

1309 

1310 
1313 

1385 
1433 
1454 
1463 
1465 
1567 
1597 
1622 
1623 
1625 

1633 
1640 
1640 
1640 

1640 

Please adopt Alternatrve 6 with these ma3or considerat1ms 1 No herbicides (who detemmes which plants llve or die), 2 Reduced annual sales. 3 NO 
cutting within 300 feet of any stream (high water), 4 No ORV except on existing designated trails, 5 Protect areas of special significance (no 
cutting), 6 Phase Out all grazing, 7 No drilling or mrnrng I" or near sensitive areas 
I prefer Alternate 6 of the BIS draft over 4b 
I would like to advocate that you go with the Forest Management Plan (Alternative 6, Draft BISI 
I reepectfully ask that your organlnatron support Alternative 6 in the Draft Forest Plan without herbicides and with Longleaf Ridge National 
Recreation and Wildlife Area. 
I feel the best and only alternative i s  Alternatrve #6 
(Alt 4b draft EIS) 
The only acceptable plan in your DBIS 18 Alternative 6 
I favor alternatrve 6, Draft BIS 
Our grand children h great children will know we protected a priceless treasure If Alternative 6, Draft BIS l a  implemented 
Alternative 6 also makes the forests and graselanda l w k  lrke I want them to look like I" the future, 
18  closest to what I consider good management of the forests and grasslands 
I am In favor of Alternative 6 of the Draft B I B  
A compromrse (Alternative 6) would be 9 d  for government and envzronmental interests 
Alts 6 & 7 both greatly mcrease the width of the atreamaide and bottomland zones that are kept free from timber harvesting 
practice 1s prImarI1y intended to increase biodrvererty. It also will serve to protect historia properties, since theae zones have the highest 
potential for containing archeological sites 
Alts 6 f. 7 both have the greatest number of Special Management Areas where Impacts of all kmds, including those from recreation, are strictly 
controlled Again, by removing more areas from potentlal Impacts, historic propercrea will fare better than under other alta Under the FS/SHPO 
Heritage Mgt Plan, edditional hwtoric mgt areas are proposed, which we believe should be considered to enhance Cultural resource protection on the 
forests 
In our opinion, alt 6, which prohibits all ORV use, offers the beat protection for cultural resou~ces 0RVa used In an off-trail settmg during wet 
conditions can create 8 e f - m ~ ~  m t s  whrch damage shallow archeologrsal deposita Alt 7, which eliminates open use of ORVs and confines such use to a 
trail system may be a more realistic compromise, since people who own ORVa are going to go somewhere to use them At least there 1s some degree of 
control of their use under alt 7 
The ASP and the land allocatrons are a better balance between commodity production and ecosystem protection and quality recreation 
why is the FS proposing m the Draft Plan a. continuation of this deetmctive system of even-aged logging and salvage? Perhaps the answer lres zn the 
pro3ected annual Allowable Sale Quantity of 101 6 million board feet 
Alternative 6 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) offera a compromise between a no-cut management, national park management, and 
your intensive oammerical timber management 
Alternative 6 represents the best compromise between commodity production and non-consumptive use 
I believe the new Forest management plan should be alternative 6 ~n the (DEISI 
May you deem the altematlve 6, draft EIS to be a viable compromise (to Alt 481 

I urge you to adopt Alternative 6 
Support Alternative 6 of the Draft BIS 
Please support alternative 6 

I urge you to aupport Alt 6 of Draft EIS 
After considering all the alternatives m the BIS and readrng all the informatron you have sent me . the alternative number s i x  ( 6 1  closest fits my 
concerns for the future of our forests Thew great lands must be preserved for all - not exploited for the profit of the few 
My overall comment would be to implement Eilt 6 
I am opposed to the FS'B  alt 4B and urge you to implement alt 6 
Alt 6 wlth no leasmg In wrlderneee, scenic or biologic areas and elsewhere, not to be within 150, of streams or trails IS recommended 
Alt 6 is superior to alt 48 since alt 6 supports wildlife habitat quality and quantity by havrng over 2 times as many wildemese areas, research 
natural areas. wild and mcenic areas and 2 m o r e  rrparzan/wildlife areas 
Wildlife will have more nesting cavities, mast cover with alt 6 

favors comerclal exploitation Over ecosystem protectron I urge you to rmplemsnt a compromise Forest M p t  Plan (Alt 6 draft B I S )  

Alternative 6 manages the land m a way that 
please use Alternative 6 

Although this management 

This pro3ection re too high. unsustarnable, and simply poor management 

I urge you to adopt alt 6, which IS much more sympathetic to the needs of wildlrfe and the general visiting public 

I recommend alt 6 over the other proposed alts 
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13-4-8-1 Like - Alternative 6 
Lettee: 1658 adopt alternate 6 of the DRIS, which I support 
Latter: 1723 (pg 26-27 DEISI Alt 6, I agree with uneven age management and h k e  that there 18 no herbicide use I agree wzth the wllderneee and apec~al 

interest areas designations and agree to limiting ORV use 
Latter: 1723 the alt looks good and If you gave It a fair chance and were not so biased then It would be even a. better illt than It le I oblect to your 

bias 
Letter. 1776 I favor alt 6 

I agree with limiting mineral extraction 

Rwponea Comment noted 

T..u.: 13-4-8-2 Dielike - Alternatlve 6 

1S.U.. 13-4-8-3 Modify - Alternative 6 

L.tt.e: 

L.tt.r: 

L.tt.Z. 
L.tt.e. 

L.tt.X. 

L.tt.r: 
L.tt.e 

Lett.=: 

L.tt.l'. 
Lettee: 

L.tt.E. 

I..tt.e: 
L.tt.li 

51 1 ) Allowable sale qvantrty 62 9 mrlllon feet 2 I NO disturbance of streams 3 1 LIMIT ORV ACCESS 4 I Protect Longleaf Ridge h Big Creek Area 5 I Limit 

58 Let,B stop damagrng the forest by cutting It down, epraying with herbicides, putting ~n stock animals which don't belong m a forest, driving 3 
oil co'a abuses 6 I Make timber cola pay for the roads and timber 

wheelera where they don't belong Let's leave It alone 80 we can see, feel and hear the foreet for what It IS 

81 
349 

364 

366 
387 

415 

700 
1166 

1228 

1258 
1310 

streams need additional protection 
I am writing In support of a forest management plan modeled after alt 6 of the ORIS The following should be implemented rcstnsted cutting 
along designated hiking trails for 200 feet, no cutting and burning within 100 to 150 feet of streams, no further expansion of ORV trails but instead 
repair existing trals, no federal leasing m sensitive scenic or botanical areas of minerals and expand Winter's Bayou Scenic Area 
I am very much opposed to your management plan 
generations I suggest no more than 50 million board feet annually 
I firmly support Alternative 6, but I do support prescribed burning 

etc I would urge that S M Z ' e  be increased to 150 feet at least - with additional width for ephemeral and intermittent streams 
I would suggest 
harvest by single tree eelectlon 
We don't Want to see and smell herbicides, clearcuttmg, erosion and burnrngc 
I urge you to implement alternative 6, Draft BIS With two malor changes 11 designate Longleaf Ridge as a Recreational and Wildlife area instead of 
as a wilderness 
I would like to see 2 Streamside mgat zone- no prescribed burning 3 Hiking trails- no relocating trarls for logging purposes. no prescribed 
burnmg. no pine beetle Cuts, 150 ft corridor on each aide of trail, 4 off Road Vehicles- keep them on ORV trails a user fee could be used to get 
funds for these trazle maintenance, 5 Southern Pine Beetlea- no cutting at all In wilderness areas, streamside or trail arean, 6 Special Use Areas- 
increase Big Creek Saenlc Area to 6000 acres, 
Altemative Number SIX (6) of the Draft Reneed Land and ReQDurces Management Plan, with some modifications, seems best suited for that oblective 
I'd like to register my support for alt 6 with two changes one, that 24,000 to 30,000 acree of national forest land in the Longleaf RLdge area be 
designated a Conservation, Wildlife and Recreation area, and two, that federal oil and gas may be leased, except in wilderness, scenic, botanical and 
other special areas, with surface use StipulQtions forbidding occupancy wzthin SMZ's and trail corridors 

your plan promotes pmductron rather than protectmg and maintaining our forest- €or future 

aupport Alternative #6 for the most part however, I would NOT support NO oil & gas exploration but keep It out of wilderness, stream condore. 

M ORV use off designated ORV trails, 110 CuttLng except hazard" tree8 or burning within 150' of desqnated traLl8, timber 

name Longleaf Ridge m lingelinsl NP as Natlonal Wildllfe Recreation and Conservation Area 
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- 1.m.: 13-4-8-3 Modify - Alternative 6 

1435 

1440 

1575 
1605 

1616 

1617 

1626 

1667 

1765 

several of the plans have good and poor features 
properly, can be a viable part of the management plan 
I urge you to implement alternative 6 (DBIS), with two major changes 1) Designate Longleaf Ridge aa a Recreational and Wildlife ares 2 )  
Leasing of Federal minerals 1s acceptable except m wilderness, scenic or botanic areas, or within etreamerde and trail corTidors 
I support alternatrve 6 of the DBIS 
We strongly support alt 6, with some changee, to wit, that Longleaf Ridge be designated a conservation, Wildlife, and Recreation  rea, and that 
federally owned minerals could be leased, except m wilderness or any type of apecral area 
I support alternative #6 with 2 exceptions Exclude herbicrde use and make Longleaf Ridge a National Reareation and Wildlife area rnstead of a 
wilderness area 
I support aternative 6 with two exceptions Exclude the use of herbrordee, and make Longleaf Ridge a National Recreation and Wildllfe Area instead of 
a wilderness area 
The plan that comes closest to my YIslan for how the National Foreate zn Texas should be managed zs ale 6 However, this alt should be altered to 
allow the following 
A straw poll taken at my work place yielded uniform support of (ale 6 )  A balanced approach. erring If necessary on the side of protection, was 
favored 
Alt 6 of the DBIS le the preferred RESPONSIBLB option 
"conservation" areas and not be given "Wildernese" designation 

POI example, plan 6 recommends selection cutting whrch IS good, but prohibits mrnrng which. If done 

S m e  use of controlled burning and limited mineral activity, 

It should be modified to make the Longleaf Ridge and Big Creek areas, "Reoreation" and/or 

T..Y. 13-4-9 Alternative 7 

1m.U.: 13-4-9-1 Like - Alternative 7 

L.tt.z: 

Lett.=: 1723 (pg 27-28 DBIS) 

959 I recommend that Management Area Alternative 1 be adopted by NPGT for the final LRRMP, it provides a reasonable mix of timbering, grassland management, 
recreation, as well as the preservatron and protection of streamside zones, wilderness areas. and special areas 

I lzke limiting ORV use to current tralls and reduced 
mineral development 

Alt 7, I am agalnet herblclde use and I lxke the use of eome prescrlbed flre 

Response Comment noted 

13-4-9-2 Dislike - Alternative 7 
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PLAN AND EIS CONHENTS 
Comments by IBSYII and Response 

lssvs 11-4-9-3 Modify - Alternative 7 

L.tt.r: 1723 (ps 46 Planl the PS needs a manual with Pictures of all the eeneitxve plants and animals so that PS peraonnel. other resource agency pereonel, and 
individuals Interested m sensitive species protectron can help find where these apeciee are zn the forest and asslet the PS I" pmtectmg them 

Rasponn. Given sufficient funds, this might be accomplished 

Latter': 52 Please set aside OUR forests for protection as natural areas and recreational use 

R.sponea: One of the purposes of the PS le to supply timber 
recreation, range, timber, minerale, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic values without impairment of the 
pmductivity of the land There 18 no commodity productLon ~n a 
National Park The NPGT are part of the PS, not the NPS 

NP are managed for renewable and "on-renewable resources whish include " but not lzmzted to 

"(PLPMA Section 103 (c)) National parks and monuments were created to preeerve 

L-tt-e: 1453 there 1s no alternative materials discussion In propoaala for the RNA or the SPA Bxperlmental Forest, nor i n  the section regarding 
Planning 
alternatives such ae minimill steel framing, flyash concrete, rammed earth, caliche products, and so on 

I see no mentmn of research or development on such paper pulp optmns as kenaf or hemp or aisal or cotton , nor on constmction 

Response: Research Infomatron provided m PP chapter I11 18 not intended to detail all proJecta or all epecifrc aspects of past, present or future research 
InvestzgatLons It la beyond the scope of the PP and E I S  to provide this detail 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 42 plan) actually does make some slte specific decisions It decides If there 1s to be more wilderness candidates and where they are, IC decrdee 
where special management i l r e a B  will be, where research natural areas will be, where campgmunde will be, where wild and scenic and recreation rivers 
will be, where timbering IS allowed, There are alot of slte speclflc declazona lncludzng how land wlll be classed as LTA's under the ECS It i s  
very odd that no 81te specific decisron since the 1987 plan was approved has ever had an BIS done on It 
regulations suetainabilityll 

This seems contrary to NEPA and CEQ 

R-ep~ns.. The revised PP 18 a programmatic document that sets direction for implementrng the preferred alternative 
can be found in Chapter 1 of the BIS 

The decisions to be made xn thle r e v ~ s m n  

Lettee: 1723 need to define naturally diverse and "long-term sustamabzllty" 

Re~ponse Natural diversity 1s best defined through the many elements & criteria in the ECS, sustainability of the PP exceeds 150 years 

IsBUa 13-6 ObJectives Pr~ference/dislrke/modrflcatlon 

Latter. 1723 (pg 48 #k Planl you must only allow land use on NP lands that does not degrade the NP lands and maintains ecosystems and their p1oce8ses 
Latt-e 1723 IPg 46, Plan) the PS recognizes the importance of riparian areas but daes not go far enough There should be no logging of these areas for any 

purpose 
Latter: 1808 Chaper Iv, Management Ob]ectivea, p 48 W e  recommend adding the following phrase to statement 3(kl, " and when Federally-listed threatened and/or 

endangered species will continue to be protected according to the Endangered species Act " W e  also suggest changing the statement 4(dl to read, 
"Provide high qualrty pine and hardwood saw-trmber and other forest products " Additionally, we guestmn whether or  not it will be feaelble to eupply 
a continual flow of high quality pine and hardwmd products 
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PLAN EIS C O ~ S  
Commenta by ISBY. and Response 

Management areas preferense/drslike/m~d~f~~~t~on I - 13-7 

Insue: 13-6 ob~ectives Preference/dislrke/modlflc.tlon 

Response: Comment noted 

Letter: 9 I support this plan with the exception of the lack of detailed descriptions of timber cutting methods 

Respons.. Timber cutting methods are explained in 4 p  J of the EIS 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 52-53 Plan) you do not explain how you derived the downed wood and snag numbers as being sufficient What are they sufficient for* What level of 
wildlife populatzone? How do they compare to natural amounts of dead wocd? 

Rmspons. These estmates are not supported by literature & ware dropped from the MIS list 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 46, LRMP) why are only fire dependent LLP and SLP ecosystems emphasized here- 

R-apons.: These communities have the most to gain via restoratlm, all communities will be restored, but not to the levels of LLP & SLP that exceeds 100,000 
acres 

Letter. 1723 (pg 52-53 Plan) Nodding Nixie is not lust a species of the longleaf p m e  woodlands you do not have populations for all species like Louisiana 
Black Bear and other species 
mesic and xeric oak-pme forests makes no sense 
time 

lands also does not make sense 
as an indicator 

slender Wakerobins I have seen are not m dry forests but mesw elopes and woodlands Your vegetation group, dry- 
Something cannot be dry and me81c at the same time and cannot be xerm and mesic at the same 

L-tter. 1723 (pg 52-53 plan) Bobwhite should not be common to all land areas because It 1s an upland grasslands bird I believe having Pox squirrels for all 
I believe that Louieiana Waterthrush 1s a good rndroator for intenor forest species This bird should be used 

number of other salamanders could be used because they CM indicate the mpacta that clearcuttmg 1s having ~n forest dwellers 
all timber activities could be well monitored by using salamandere 

R.mponse The MIS table has been changed, m a y  changes reflect your conceme 

L-tter. 1604 The Draft EIS at 5 arbitrarily limits the red-cockaded wwdpecker (RCW) habitat In (Alternative 6 and 71 212,824 acres, and then would "leave sub- 
popularlone isolated between forested areas that are not managed according to RCW EIS standards RCW populations would expand to iesovely levels, 
but probably not beyond that " In contrast, under Alt 4b the RCW habitat (MA-2) would be 338,637 acres (DEIs 851 "RCW population could expand 
beyond recovely ob3ectivee " Thle forcea us to choose between (a1 changing Alt 6, (bl accepting the limits therein to RCW expaneion, and ( c )  
explalnrng away the DEIS premiae that managemant according to EIS/RCW standards 1s better for RCW 
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Ten alte 
publrc benefits 
h conditions 
p l m m g  effort was driven by making careful balances between alte 
the environment h yet provide the maximization of net public benefits 
w88 developed to respond to a wider array of uses, values, products, 0 conditrone Public comments, national h regional policy, all applicable laws 
such as BSA, Antiquities Act. Clean Water Act, etc , and the analysis of re-e~our-ce opportunitrea ard the RF m reaching this decisron 

were considered m detail m the BIS Any one could be selected 88 the preferred only If the RF Identifies it as the alt that maximizes net 
Different indrvidual organizatione or agencies place different weights on the importance of providing varmus uses, values, products, 

This was done ID a sensitive m a n n e r  to reduce conflict, sustain 
This fact results zn disagreement between these V a r I w B  entitree over which alt should be selected a8 the revised NFGT Plan our 

of all user needa 
The RF has identrfied Alt 8 as the PS preferred alt In the FEIS This alt 

- 1.su.1 13-1-1 DPC 

Lett.=: 1723 (pg 15 summary1 I Want the driving direction for the grasslands to be restoratmn to native graasland apeciea I disapprove of your statement on 
pg 44 DBIS where you say “These pastures of bemuda or lovegrass are managed to complement natLve prairie land and ~ncrease grazing capacity” 
you are saying IS that you will not manage by ecosystem management If you were you would restore the native tall grass prairied and not cultivate 
exotics that compete and take over from native grasees 

I..tt.e: 1808 Chapter IV, Desired Future Condrtion, p 45 Language in the DBIS provrded for allowing development of oil and gas wells along malor travelways To 
reflect this m this sect10n of the Managment Plan, the statement regarding scenery along malar travelways should be revLsed to read, ”Scenery along 
most of the malor travelways, lake shores, and river corridors will dsvelop and maintain a variety Of 8cenic qualities, including some areas with an 
older-foreat character IT la further recommended that a Btatement m MA-1-62 and MA 2-62 be developed to mclude that well sites and a88oclated 
facilzty locations may be placed zn malor roadwayys to reduce forest fragmentation 

What 

R..pon.e. Comment noted 

Lett.=: 1808 Chapter Iv, plan, Desired Future Condition. p 44 While we agree that examples of natural 8ucce88~on on forest and grassland ecosystems will be 
demonstrated through more areas that are managed for egecial attnhutea, we are concerned that these may hecome the only areas within which ecoeyetems 
management will be implemented The concept mf a forestwide ecoeysteme management plan should be sincerely put into practice 

R~~pons.: The PS will use ecosystem management as the means to meet goals specifred in the revised PP Bcosyatem management 1s the means to M end It la not 

L.tt.I .. .. 

the end itself The FS does not manage ecosystems ]“st for the sake of managing them or for e.” notion of intrinsic ecosystem values They are 
managed far specific purposes such as pmducmg, rwtormng, or Bustammng certain ecological condztione, desired re~ource use8 and producta, vital 
environmental ~ ~ N L C B S ,  and aesthetic cultural or  spiritual values. For ths PS, ecosystem management means to produce desired resource values, uses, 
products or serv~ces In ways that also sustain the diversity and pmductivity of ecoeyetems 
oriented biaa In some places, the emphasis IS on ecological conditions and environmental serv~ces In athers, It la on resource products and uses 
Overall, the mandate IS to protest environmental quality while also producing on a sustainable basis, reeources that people need 

This le neither product-onented biaa nor a nature- 

1723 (pg 441 Loblolly Pine usually occurred on the slopes and bottoms and not in the uplands 

now so that the public can review your decision on t h u  
unattractive saying zt grows up m t o  thickets 

so why do you want predominantly Loblolly ~n the uplands 
areas of potential 00 forest need to be zdentified Loblolly naturally grew In dense stands 80 why do you want to manage It as an open forest” 

defrne what “older forest character” means you t q  to make wilderness sound 
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- 1IsBu.i 13-7-1 DFC 

Responee: Pg 4 4  describes the DPC for NPGT 
conditions, including bottomland hardwwds, mixed forest uplands and upland pine areas with an open character of longleaf, ahortleaf, and loblolly 
pine stands I' 

Loblolly pine IS only mentioned m the paragraph that states " u e a s  of the Forest wrll generally develop older tree 

IsBUe. 13-8 NEPA Process 6r Procedure 

Latter 1723 I am totally against MA-ab-112. where It s a p  that timber can be cut for non-timber goals 

R-sponae. Comment noted 

LeCt.c: 1723 (pg 139 DBISI the FS is not taking cumulative effects properly into accmnt either i n  thzs BIB or site specific ones 
]ob on cumulative environmental aasesment In this DEIS because you have not looked at past, present, and reaeonable forseeable future impacts from 
oil and gas drLllmg actzvrtzea You leave Out the past and present such actrvxtles on both National Poreet and private lands that are adlacent or 
nearby NP lands such environmental impact assessment IB required under CBQ mandatory regulations 

L-tt-r 1733 You ignore the cumulative impact that occur when pnvate mrnerals are on federal forest land the Fs does not do any envu-onmental analysis 
even though NEPA and CBQ regulations do not exempt the PS from dozng envrronmental analysis 
mineral rights on federal lands are involved you eliminate the abzlity of the PS to mitigate the damage 
impacts and how you can reduce impacts elsewhere to make up for these impacts 

You have not done a proper 

by not dolng any environmental analyere when private 
you ignore these rndividual and cumulative 

Renpone.. It 18 important to understand that there are two levels of decision making m the PS 
the management of the NPGT 
9'CUmUlatlve impact*' IB the "impact on the environment which results from the incremental Impact of the action when added to other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions " ( 4 0  CPR 1508 71 cumulative Impacts are among the effect8 ( 4 0  CFR 1508 8 )  that must be included ~n 
considering the environmental consequences of actions (4oCPR 1502 16) 
to guide future decision making on the foreat, wing PP management direction as a gateway to compliance With environmental lawe at the prqect and 
activity level 
nature Compliance wrth NEPA ra required at the point of an ,rIrrevereible and irretrievable commitment of resources In most cases, this commrtmment 
takes place at the speCIfiC pro,ect/actlvity decision point 
Site-specIfIC envzrmmental effects, prqect alternatives, or the cumulative effects of mdivrdual pro]ects/actlvitiea that have not yet been 
echeduled 

The PP represents only the first level of deciswn making about 
Site-specific, pxoiect planning to mmplement the goals and ob'lectives of the PP 18 the second level of decieron making 

The "actLon" represented by a PP IS the selection of a programmatic framework 

A PP is not am aggregation of 10 to 15 years of indrvidual prqect decisions The BIS for a FP i s .  therefore, programmatic in 

Therefore, the BIS for a PP commonly does not contain site-specific data 01 dieclose 

Letter' 1723 (pg 228 plan) . what guidelines does the Forest have for the determination of clearcutting being the nptimum method- You must give these now to guide 
site specific detemlnatmns The same holds t m e  for stand converslone 

Respone. 
Under the requirements of NPm, szte-specific analysis and disclosure 18 needed to support any decision on clearcutting as being "optimum" or other 
even-aged regeneration methods as baing "appmprmte" 
methods where the use of such methods would not achieve the ob]eetives of the management areas withm those alternatives 

Nany of the alternatives I n "  the use of certain even-aged o r  uneven-aged regeneration 

Letter. 1723 I am also concerned that you apparently allow amendments too easily during the proieet level decrsione 

Retlpons.: Any amendment will follow NEPA proceduree 
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PLAN AND BIS COMMENTS 
Comments by Iaau. and Basponaa 

13-8 NEPA Procees & Procedure 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 16. LRMPI demand la different from need You do not talk &ut alternatl-VeQ to cuttmg. like recycling wood or wood substitution Yet NBPA 
and CEQ regulatlans require that even alternatives that are not under PS power need to be assessed and requires that all reasonable be looked at 

R.mpns.: The CBQ regs require agencies to "Include reasonalbe alternatives not within the ]unsdicti~n of the lead agency" 140 CPR 1502 14 l c l l  VarlOUs 
levels of tlmber harvesting Were considered m the alternatlves, wxth annual MQs ranging from 62 9 MMBP m Alt 6 to 144 5 MMBP m Alt 2 Chapter I1 
of the EIS drscueess the alternatives & how they were developed 6 refined, as well as discussing altemafives that were eliminated from detailed 
study 
range of alternatives was developed to address public comment@, issues,  & legal requirements 

Obviously, the number of alternatives that could be developed to direct the management of an area as large as the NPGT 1s infinitely large A 

htt.ri 1723 (pg 53 DEISI prqect by pro3eot decisions do not look at cumulative Impacts from all past, present, and foreseeable future decisions on PS lands and 
adlacent pnvate lands Yet thie level of environmental analysia 1s needed If a landscape ecosystem management perspective la to be used 

Raspon..: Cumulative impacts of proposed actions & alternatives have been addressed ~n site specifxc prqect BAS 
ayatem 6 ecasyatem "t 

As we refine our ecological class1fIcation 
procedures. w e  *ill be able to better dafrne SUmUlatLVe impacts of aCtLvLtlea on the NPGT 

L-ttnr. 1723 problem with site specrfic environmental analysis 1.8 that there has never been, since the 1987 PP was approved, a site specific EIs done on any of 
the four Texas NPe You must give guidance In the PP when an 81s will be done on a site specific proiect and cumulative Impacts will be looked at in 
every environmental analyairr no matter what the level of analysis 

R.LPo~..: The CBQ regulations provide ample directLon for determining when to prepare an EA & when ta prepare an BIS (see 40 CPR 1501 3 6 1501 41 

L.tt.e 1723 lpg 8 plan) there le no officially approved plan The 1987 plan was remanded back to be revised and wae not approved Therefore. m my view, all 
decisions that have been tiered to the 1987 PP and DEIS are illegal because the 1987 PP was not approved 

R..pon..: The 1987 PLRMP was approved by RP John Alcock on May 20, 1987, a8 correctly stated ~n the Reviaed Plan, chapter 11, page 8 The 1987 PLRMP was 
remanded by the Chief of the PS for re-analysis due to appeals 6 court orders The chief's remand letter of Apl-11 1, 1989 provided direction for 
interm mgmt of the NPGT as follows .Par those areas Within 1,200 meters of PstIve & mactrve RCW colDnies (approximately one-third of the area of 
the NPI, mgmt 
regarding appropriate si1vIcUltural systems, mgmt of the remammg two-thrrdds of the NPa will be conducted ~n accordance with the m m t  prescriptions 
& standards & guidelines contamed I" the PP approved by the RP on May 20, 1987 I' 

will be conducted In accordance with the decisron of the Pederal District Court & any future court m l i n g s  Except as provided below 

Lett.=. 1123 mince the 1987 plan .. M cumulatkve Impaote have ever been done for all past, present, and foreaeeabla future oil and gas and other activltlea 
In the forest and no EIS has been done for any activity 
when wells are proposed to be drilled 

In addition you do not define qrsignificantly exceed!' In other foreeta B I S ' e  are done 
Why IS this not done an Texas? 

R.sp0ns.t cumulative Impacts of propoaed actions & alternatives have been addressed In 81te specific pro3ect BAS 
of past. present, c. reasonably forseeable development of oil 6 gas resources 
outlined on page 30 of Appendix c, & guidelines for field development are on page 43 of Appendix c 
regs 
lo found m the CBQ rege in eectrons 1501 3 6.1501 4 

The B I S  Appendix C has an extensrve diacussian 

The definition of significance 19 found in the CEQ 
melysra & decision making guidelines for drilling opeatmns are 

at section 1508 27, & takes intD account both the context & Intensity of proposed actions Guidance for determining when to do an EA or an EIS 

Lettar. 1808 To date, the USPS has not determined the cumulative impacts of past, present, and future oil and gas exploration and developments on the RCW, the rare 
plant Communities, particularly the LL pine/bluestem community, and on the m t e n o r  foreats zn each of the NPs in TX 
with the NEPA, it 1s recommended that these impacts be determined 

In order ta be in compliance 
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- Issue. 13-8 NBPA Process G Procedure 

Response The 81s Appendix C disCueses paat. present & reasonably forseeable development of or1 & gas reeources 
be addressed on a site specific basis A discussion of standard operating procedures for leasable energy minerals 18 found 
33-51 FOra-Bst-Wlde standards & guidelrnea for mineral resource activities are located in the Revised plan, Chapter I", pages 69-71, h Include 
prov~~10n8 to guide environmental analysre =eo, Mgmt Areae 3.4.5.7.8a. ab, 8c. Bd, Bf, 9 %  9b. loa, lob. & 11 have additional standards & 
guidelmea for mineral activities 

Impaots of oil h gas development proposals wlll 
81s Appendlx C, pages 

Latter: 1723 lalge loophole that means majar changes can be made under the guise of 81te epecrfics Where IS the guidance to dlatrzcta to ensure that thla 
kind of action does not  occur^ 

R.sponea: Pm]ect level demsrons must adhere to Plan direction F u l l  review, Internal 6r publrc review,  externally ensure compliance G elimination of percerved 
loopholes 

1m.Y. 13-9 General 

Latter. 1723 (pg 48f plan), mimimiring insect and disease loss should not be a goal You should allow insects and disease to play their natural role in the 
forest 

Respons.: SPE control la given priority i n  most management areas i n  order to protect the pine resource which w ~ l l  help provide for multiple use and lead to 
suatained yield QB mandated in the MUSYA SPB control is not given high priority m management areas where natural processes are the main focus, such 
as wrlderness 

Lettar 1723 
L-tt-r: 1723 

Latter 1723 MA-Bf-92 - make sure that unprogrammed timber harvest la not allowed also 
Latter: 1723 la-4-111 - I want no timber cutting of any kind for any pulpose except for individual hazard trees In imminent danger of falling ~n an area where the 

(pg 5 0  plan1 I do not like guidelines because they give too mush flexibility 
(pg 51 plan) I feel your management area ecosyatems are not auffisrently broken down 
level and even rnclusione lese than 10 acres in s i z e  

You need S & G ' e  for each ecotype that you work In down to Stand 

public often 1s found 

Response: Comment noted 

Latter: 1723 lpg 49 plan) need to define Eeoayatem Management here what do you mean by an "ecological approach to management'l" Your discussion of BM does not 
sound like what came out of the Chief's office three yeare ago Please explain you views origin and zts relationship to what the Chief has said 

Rssponss: The FS Wlll Uae ecosystem management as the means to m e e t  goals spearfled m the revlsed FP 
the end itself 
managed for specific puqosee such as producmng. reetormng, or Bustaming certain ecological conditione, deaired resource usee and products, vital 
environmental B ~ T Y I C ~ Q ,  and aesthetic cultural or spxrrtual values For the FS, ecosyacem management means to ploduce desired resource values.  uses, 
products or services m ways that also sustam the diverezty and productivity of ecosystems 
oriented blae In some places. the emphasis 1s on ecological conditions and environmental services In others, It la on ree~urce products and usee 
overall, the mandate IS to protect env2ronmental quality while also producing on a suekainable basis. resources that people need 

6coayetem management IS the meane to an end It Is not 
The Ps does not manage ecosystems p s t  for the sake of managing them or for some notion of intrinsic ecosystem values They are 

This 18 neither product-oriented bias nor a nature- 
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T..Y.: 13-9 General 

L.tt.r': 1723 (w 1241 you leave too much to Bite analysis whish never occurs You need standards that ape11 out that riparian areas are off limits Nothing 
lese la S"fflS~O"t 

R-spon.. The purpose of streamside zones 18 not to set aside and not manage, It 1 s  also not to manage for timber Purpose 1s for management for wildlife and 
recreation and to protect streame 

L.tt.rl 1723 (pg 10, Plan1 scenic areas have not been managed to protect their scenic qualitlee BCSA has bean devastated by SPB cutting you have 
allowed oil and gas drilling i n  Winters Bayou 

R.spon... The PS can not stop mineral rights owners from drilling to recover their minerals 
the rest of BCSA 

The SPB cutting m BCSA were dons to protect the scenic quality of 

L.tt.r: 1723 seems that the PS 18 distoeting wilderness values and potentials and ignoring the will of Congress and what Congress has said was sufficient for 
wilderneaa in the past 

R..pon.. Wilderness management In Texas has been ~n accordance with ths Wilderness Act of 1 9 6 4  

Latter 1723 (pg 13 DBIS) you state that the ranger dLetncts developed three different strategies There needs to be a eummary of what these were and how they 
dzffered f m m  each other and what the planning team wanted The public needs to see what the feeling of the PS itself IS about this plan 

R.spon..: Alternatives 2.3, & 5 were developed by the district 

TLtbc: 1723 (plan pg 851 you ignore the hardwmds on the uplands and have too short rotiitions You need 200 yra for Loblolly, 250 yra for SLP and 300 yrs 
for LLP and let upland and bottomland hardwoods live as long as poaaible 

R.mpons.: The TDT la not aware of any documented research to support this 

L.tt.r: 1723 (BIS appendix Jl. IS not even luted in the table of contents 

R.apone.: Thank you for bnnglng  this to our atfention 

Lettax: 1723 [pg 489 plan) you do not have a preecnbed burning program that mimLce natural ecosystem evolutxm 

R-epons-: Lzghtning fires were only one source of pre-settlement ignitlan Native americiln burning le also part of the fire history of these areas The planned 
burning cycles are part of the overall mgmt intended to produce the DPC's The DPC's prmnda the diversity required by the NFMA 

L.tt.=: 1723 (pg 2 DEIS) maximrzing publm benefits may not be what you want Can you define this? Is there only one way to maximize public benefits or are there 
many ways7 W h x h  one IS best, This la a, sub3ective choice 
atrzctly capitalistic totaling of the benefits 

After all many of the benefits cannot be valued in dollars and therefore lose out I" a 
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PLM AUD E19 COL(PIBNTS 
Commsnta by Illsue and Response 

T..Y. 13-9 General 

R-sponae: A definition of net public benefits IS found In the PS Planning regs at 36 CPR 219 3 "Rn expression used to signify the overall long-term value to 

Net public benefite are measured by both quantitative P qualitative criteria rather than a single measure or index 
the nation of all outputs & Positive effects (benefrtel less all associated Inputs & negatlve affects (costs) whether they can be quantztatively 
valued or not 
net publlc benefits to be derlved from mgmt 
regs require "Mgmt direction shall (11 Include requirements for analyeia to determine programs that maximize net publlc benefits, consistent wzth 
locally derived information abaut production capabilities " (36 CPR 219 4(a ) )  In section 219 l z ( f 1  the planning regs also state that "the prlmary 
goal m formulating alternatives, besides complying with NEPA procedures, le to provide an adequate baers for rdentlfying the Alt that comes nearest 
to maximizing net public benefrts. Eonslstent with the resour-ce mtegration 61 mgmt 
an extensive description of the analysis procese used to evaluate each of the alte 
rules, methods, P constramts that were used 

The maximization of 
The Planning of unite of the NFS 1s Consistent with the principles of multiple use 6; sustained yield 

requirements of sectlone 219 23 through 219 27" 
including the basic assumptions, modeling components & inputs, 

The BIS ~ p p  B la 

Lett-=: 1723 (pg 49 plan) you do not have ECS completed so how can the pubhe rationally pass ludgement on what you will do 
rnput by providing no final product and the opportunity to comment on It 

You I" essence rob the public of 

R.spons.. ECS 18 a continually developing & improvement effort as more information 1s gamed, clearer identification of ECS components w111 be described 
Numerous state, federal, and unxveraity personnel, as well as organizations and individuals have provrded Information Your input IS also welcome 

Lettee: 1605 The documentation of Roadleee Areas IS inadequate The EIS does not document the effects of building roads and cutting timber 

Reepons.: All roadlees praposals are evaluated by a standard set of criteria that has been established by DO1 mnce RARB I 

L.tt.r: 1632 I reiecc the arguments made i n  App J chat maximum growth rates of pine should be the detemmate factor m selection of silvzcultural systems 
Dendrochronologic studies of virgin pines and the lumber they yielded reveal considexably different growth dynamics than plantation-grown pines 

Renponse. The IDT 1s unsure what thie Comment8 refers t o .  App J descrzbee the BzlvICUltUral systems & their related regeneration methods, & the species 
requirements of some trees known to occur in TX 

Lettar: I632 PS needs tm investigate methods of inducing variable growth rates ~n stands ea m o r e  closely mimic natural dynamics 

Rsaponee. We agree. this is presently being researched 

Lattar 1723 (pg 50 plan) define '*equitable balance of resource values I' 

Raspone.. Equitable la defined as dealing fairly or equally with all concerned by the Webster'a Ninth New CollagLate Dictionary 

Letter 1723 the DEIS has a glossary but the LRMP does not 1s the glossary for the DEIS also applicable for the LRMP" You need to make thie clear 

~e.~ponsa: Thie revision follows the cu8tomary practice of one glossary for PlanjEIs documents Termin~logy 1s consistent between the documents 

Letter' 1723 (MA-1-92) cannot simply claselfy 1000's of acre8 as sultable for tlmber production since thle vlolatee what any Slte speclfrc analyses wrll tell 
YOU 

~ssponse: Land suitability IB a plan decision as explained on page 2 of the Plan 

Latter: 1723 (pg 71 DBIS) It also puzzles me why you would have alternatives like 5 ,  6, and 7 without fire when you have lust stated what you did in the 
paragraph above (referring to grasslands1 

~asponee: Alt 5, 6, & 7 have fire, but It IS not emphasized a8 explained m the last paragraph of the same page 
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PLAN AND EIS COMMBWTS 
Comnunts by Issue and Raspone. 

Is.U.l 13-9 General 

1763 L.tt.e: The PS should make every available effort to educate the public about desired future conditions m its implementation of the preferred alt 
additron, attempts should be made to identrfy and promote other non-traditional, eustilmable economic usee 

In 

R..ponam. We agree, our Publlc Affairs Offlce la working on such a strategy now 

14 MINBRALS 

1L.Y.. 14-1 LeQBlng 

L.tt.e: 1409 I have no obgectmn to oil and gas leasing for pe~ple to make money It la along the trazl ILSHT) I would want the company to do the work of re- 

L.tt.e: 1453 I urge 
Lett.=. 1636 I favor leasing and doing It m a manner that disrupts other NPGT aatlvitles the least 
L.tt.r: 1723 MA-5-31 - there must be no mlneral explorattlon and development m Toledo Bend, period 
L.Ct.r: 1723 Porest Serv~ce needs to do Q better Job regarding Its actxvltzee on leasing minerals currently the PS allows counties to Use gravel, sand, or 

routing the trail for use 
permiaaion given for federal oil and gae leases m all zones but Special Areas, provzded that proper limxts on surface damages are imposed 

Iron ore for roads that go through or are near NP lpg 137 DEIS) there are sources of such materials that are offaite from the NP’B that can be 
used and the taxpayers are not getting paid while the forest land le being destroyed 

R..pons.’ Comment noted 

L.tt.r 88 No leasing of federal minerals in wilderness, scenic or biologic areas, not within 150 feet of streamside or trail condors. 
Latter: 412 Leasmg okay, 1f minerals (011 &. gas1 CM be produced from outarde the corridor-. 
L.tt.r 1626 Limited mineral act1vIty Ideally, I think mineral actlvrty should be prohibited zn the National Porest#, but I also think all parties involved in 

I am 8ure there are some areas ~n the Natmnal Forests where mineral activity could take place without h a m  to the thiB 188ue have to compromise 
environment 

Reapon*.. There are two categOrLeQ of minarals on NPGT 
reserved 6 outstanding, occur when the Ps has the lands, but the party we acquired the land from retained the mineral rights 
placed on the surface occupancy (actual well site, etc I but we c-ot deny ownere the rxghts to their minerals 

US Mmerals are federally awned & w e  can deny lease of these The other clams of mmerala, known as 
Some stipulations can be 

rhttee 1566 Selling leases, minerals for below market value violates the trust of the real owners of these reso~rces Ithe American people) Doing so distorts 
the market place by givmng unfair advantage to those with acceea to public lands 

R.aponse: US minerals are leased w i n g  the competitive bid system Monies received go to the treaeury WIth 25% returned to the county 

L.tt.e: 1575 recommend that there be no leasing of federally owned oil 61 gas m wilderness, scenic or biologic areas, and that elsewhere wells be more than 150 

L.tc.r: 1622 
feet from etreame and trarle 

sensitive areas as operationally defined by the Texas Natural Heritage Program. RCW management areas, streamside management zones and other special 
site lzsted on pages 111, 114-116 of the plan not currently under protective dealgnatlons 

not have mineral leasing on wilderness ilnd on Current as well as proposed special areas such as Research Natural Areas, Botanical Research or 

L.tt.r 1679 There should be no leasing of minerale In protected areas 
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14-1 Leasing 

R..pon..: Leasing of us minerals m special areas IS permitted with no surface occupancy 
according to PW S&G‘s In wilderneaa areas, no new leases will be issued except when a nearby well on pnvate right= le drainrng oll/gaa from adjacent 
US mmerals with no surface occupancy 
managed according to the s f f i ‘ e  m MA-4 

Reserved & outstandmnq mineral rights will be honored &managed 

Reaerved & outstanding mmerals in wrlderneas will be managed per the S&G’B m MA-7 Rlnerals m HA-4 will be 

L.tt.e. 

Lath=: 1385 The ban on mineral leasmg seems to have been put In Alt 6 to arouse the opposition of the 021 industry. While leasing should not occur 

1310 Alt 6 should be modified to allow for the leasing of federal mmerals, except m wilderness or any type of special area, and with clauses prohibiting 
occupancy within trail zones and SMZ‘B 

special areas, It could be carried out elsewhere Without permanent mading or excess~ve clearing 
or trarle 

No leasing should occur wrthin 150 feet of streams 

R..pone.: Alternative 6 IS the no lease altematrve and we must have this i n  at least one alternative 

L.tt.e; 1723 (MA-4-62) I am totally against sellrng publlc minerals In rrparlan areas Remove “extent practzcable” 

Rwpon.. In leasing, there 18 a mandatory set back from streams, mtermrttent - 66 ft , perennial - 100 ft 

I..u.. 14-2 Bxploratron and Development 

18 

1309 

Lateral drilling should be used to pmtect these areas If nothing elae can be done 
trail corrrdars) 
Alt 6, which elmmates leasing land for mineral exploration, would prevent any impacts to cultural reBources from oil/gae exploration on PS lands 
Hawever, e m ~ e  the overall ImpaCtB to cultural remurcee on the NPGT has been relatively m i n m  ~n the past, ellmlnatmng such exploration may be 
unneceaeairy 

(referring to scenic and botanical areas, and atreamsrde and 

Alt 7, which simply decreaees land available for leaialng may be a more reaeonable alt 
1723 m-4-63 - no seiemic survsys should be done here either 
1723 (XA-Ea-62 and 63) I am totally against any oil and =as or other mineral develapment m these areas a prmrxty to buy up these rights and retire 

1723 (MA-9a-721 I am againat the use of any recreation area for any mineral extraction 
1723 MA-Sf-52 - I opposs any disturbance due to minerals 
1723 MA-4 62 - no publlc minerals must be leased In streamside zones 
L765 There is no good reason shown for excluding 011 and gas leasing from areas outside the wilderness, ecenlc or biological study areas and the 75PT 

them so they will never be used 

protected-corridors along BOTH aide of ALL etreama and trails. 

Reepone.: Comment noted 

Latter: 1723 (MA-Bc-62 & 631 I oppose any mineral development here A standard IS needed which will have a goal of buying up all mineral nghts m special 
management areas 

Raepon... Given sufficient funde, this might be accomplished 

L.tt.L-: 373   ow ever, I do believe that mineral extraction can and should t&e place In areas other than riparian zones (SMZ) .  trails and special use areas 
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PL?S AND EIS N)"S 
Comments by Issue and Response 

14-2 Exploration and Development 

Rampons. Leasing of US mrnerale m special areas IS permitted with no surface occupancy 
according to Pw S&O's In wilderness area*, no new leases will be issued except when a nearby well on private rights 18 draining ollfgas from ad3acent 
us minerals with no surface occupancy Reserved h outstanding minerals m wilderness wrll be managed per the S f f i ' s  in MA-7 
managed according to the S&G's In MA-4 

Reserved & outatanding mineral nghte will be honored &managed 

Mmerale in MA-4 wxll be 

L-ttee 454 strip mined area IS hardly what I call safe, saenic or enpyable 

R.spone.: There la no strip mining being done on the NFGT 

L.tt.I. 1632 Because of widespread development of outstanding minerals, Us-owned minerals should not currently be developed that would result in Increased surface 
disturbance Outetandmg minerals development should be focused, to the greatest extent poeerble, on areas previously or recently cleared for Rows or 
timber-related activites 

R.spona.: The national energy policy provides for envimnmentally sound development of US minerals 
the most environmentally senaLtive manner that 1.8 reasonable 

We negotiate with outstandmg mineral owners to develop In 

L.tt.= 1723 (pg 43 DEISI you show that wells will be drilled but on page 36 you showed none would be Please explain 

R..pons.: The 81s has been amended to clarify this 

Letter: 1723 (MA-3-42) remove "to the extent practicable" and require compatibility With wrldlife management and dispersed recreation goals There le no need to 
mal ie  o z l  and 988 a doamant UBB which 18 what you are domg by malting wildhfe and recreation S Y b B e N L e n t  to d r ~ l l x w  activities 

~asponm.' Change made co the PP site specific analysis on each indrvidual prqact 

msu.: 14-3 General 

Lett.=: 1723 (MA-ab1 no mining must be allowed here 
Latear. 1723 (MA-ab-61 and 62) I am against any oil and gas or other mineral extraction in river corridor 
L.tt.e. 1723 MA-sf-54 - I support the purchase of the mineral rights 
L.tt.e: 1723 (MA-9b-72) no geophones or other mineral uses of these areas 
Latter. 1767 I believe that no changes should be made (from alt 1) 

R.mponm.. Comment noted 

Lett.=: 1175 no mining on public lands without a percentage going to the Government 

R..pons.: US minerals are leased using the Competitive bid system Monies received go to the Creaeury Wlth 25% returned to the county 

Lett.=: 1175 No cyanlde mrnlng should be allowed to pmtect weter table 

R.spon..: Cyenidc mining IS not used on NFGT 
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- 1S.Y.: 14-3 General 

1800 L.tt.r: The "desired future condition" (in aipproxrmate number of acres1 for each plant community and ecosystem should be determined in order to calculate the 
number Of available acre8 for future or1 and gas activltiee 
remainder of the forest8 We are concerned that this management strategy emphasizes mineral leasing to replace lost tuber revenue resulting from 
RCW management 

It appear- that the preferred alternative Would concentrate mineral leasing on the 

R..pon..: Acreage estimates for each MA and LTA,e wlthm that MA have been added 

L.tt.2' 1723 (pg 140 DBISI saying that the unreslaimed roads and drrll pads per year will account for about 1 04 acresfsite reason this I S  biased is 
because 1t does not admit that the disturbance that has occurred and IS being reclaimed will take 50-70 years for the forest to recover Its orzglnal 
StNEtUTB 
100 years for these Bite to be rehabilitated back to the mature foreat they were when cut 

.pads and roads that are weclaimed due to production wzll probably be around for 10-30 years 80 that meane that It will take close to 

R.spon..: We uee 20 years for the average life of a well After that, It is rehabed h considered to be in some phase of production for multxble use 

I..u.. 15-1 Landowerehip-Acquisition and Bxchange 

Lett.=. 1767 mention IS made of the fragmented ownership pattern of USPS land and nght-of-way problems that this caunes 
land can be a barrier to private property as well as the reverse 
reapeeted and the Inteminglmg of properties should be no issue 

This worke both ways because USFS 
A polrcy of cooperation should be adopted 
Some of the prope-ry has been m family ownership for well over a 100 years 

Private property rights should be 

R.e.pons.: Comment noted 

Letter. 1671 Alleo, 
should be taken info coneideratLon when trylng to purchase or exQhange land for the NP 

In order to manage and b u m  on an ecosystem scale, x t  will be important to Consolidate management units am much as possible This concept 

Rampone. This le long standing policy and 18 consistent with draft FLRMP as mdicated by FW-OB5 on page 67 of draft PLRMP 

Letter, 1679 Pnvate lands ahauld be purchased to make the grasslands more ContiguouB, especially m the LBJ Grasslands 

R.spons. 

Latter. 1723 

This 18 an allowable land adpetmment process when fundxng 1s available and private landowner 1s agreeable 

(pg 125 DBISI you need to have land ownership adpstment maps i n  thin document 80 we can see where RCW habrtat re and how aOqUIsitlon could help 
traded away good mature pine habxtat that was good for RCW for pasturage and younger trees for Bela Keroll This Iuat demonstrates that you can 
aacrlfzce good RCW habltat when you want and make an eXCUee for It 

You 

R.apane.: RCW habitat la one factor considered ~n the land adpstmment prosesa 
offices and nerve e8 depicting a DBC 

the demand for land uses by private interests must t;ike a back Beat to resource protection 

Landowner adiustment maps ilre located at District and Pareat SUpemIsOr'a 

L-tt.e: 1723 (pg 125 DBIS) 
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1m.u.: 15-1 Landownership-Aequlsrtlon and Exchange 

~.spon..: By law (NBPA) ~ ~ Q O U I C ~  protection IB evaluated on all land dleposal actions 

L.ttm: 1118 You should greatly expand the acreage of national forests aush as to cover the area ehom on state maps 

R.spon... Total acres w i t h h m  the NF boundary depicted on state maps is approximately 1,130,931 while only 637,451 acree (31%) 18 currently admmistered as m s  
lands It IS unlikely that support or funding will be available to substantially increase the current 31% situatione 

Lett.=-. 1808 issue 15 la very general and could use a better drscussron of the USPS’B land acquiaitron goals. 
tables descnbing the location of proposed land acquiertrons 

It would ale0 be helpful If there were maps or 

R.rpon.w The summary of the Draft EIS le very brief Chapter IV of the draft PLRHP prondea more specific goals and ob3eCtives Thra issue 1s addressed by 
Porest-wide S&G labeled PW-084--PW-O90, found on pages 61-69 

5.tt.e: 1310 No rock mrnrng should be permitted ID Upland Island Wilderness 
valid, then the Ps should buy out the clam, even rf It r e q u I r e B  using the power of emminent domain 

If It 18 shown that private c la im to any aubeurface materials ID the wilderness 1s 

R.s~o~... To accomplish thrs, there must be appropriated dollars from congress 

Latter: 1123 Pw-086 - what  variance^ are allowed? I do not approve of variances vnleee you have some strict guidelrnes 

R..pon..: There are ne specific varienses 

L.tt.r: 1723 Fw-089 - what are  these variances I am against . special u ~ e  permits that allow occupation by structural improvements, 

R..pon..: FW 89 does not deal with epesial uees, It deals with exchange 6r dispoeal guidelines 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 6 8 )  - you should add acquisition of state listed of TOES hated species habitat 
should also be the basis for deciding which lands to acquire 

In addition the Sierra Club propoaal which wae submitted ~n 1991 

R..pons.: This 1s reflected in the llsted prlontiee 

1s.U.: 15-2 Land Uses 

L.tt.2: 1644 The Reeouce Management Plan that continues to provxde the beat birlanee between the publlc who Uee Chase area- for recreatronal aCtlvltLes and the 
owners of livestock which graze areas would be the plan that I endorse 
also elmmatea the continual build-up of grass and brush which would reduce the usage of this land for recreational purposes 
(pg 125 DEIs) you absolutely zgnore the impacts that military use of NF land can have 

The uee of the grasslands for grazing not only provides pasture spaces but 

Lettar: 1123 You must give guidance to the distncta abut what IS and le 
not acceptable 

R..pn..: Comment noted 

Letter: 1123 (NA-4-51) .what does compatible m e a n  Be more specific about what IS and 18 not allowed. 
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15-2 Land Uees 

R-spmse Compatible IS defined by the Webster's 9th New Collegiate DICtIDDaq as "capable of existing or operating together ~n h a m n y  " 

Latter: 1808 Part II(a1, Environmental consequense~ of the Alternatives, Land usee, p 126 This section states " valid existing rights may override management 
oblectivee 
precedence over granting eone of these land use permits, and example may be when theee authorizations xnvolve Q "take" of an endangered or threatened 
SpeCleS 

" to grant land use authorization permite A statement should be included here to olarify that endangered specres' concerns may take 

R..pon... we have no authority in activities related to reeerved or outstandmg valid existing righte, we can only recommend management actions for operators 

Latter: 1723 (MA-9a-621 do not assume such special use permits will be granted Use the word may and add "If ecosystems are protected and not ovemsed " 

R-spon..: The IDT drsagrees 

Ismu.. 15-3 Property Boundary Management 

Lettar 1723 (pg 126, DEISI. what assessment has been made on timber cutting at the boundaries In other words stealing of NP timber? 

Rampon..: Thrs %e part of the land line s encroachment administration process 

L.tt.e: 1723 Pw-083 - remove "as feasible" 

R..pons. The IDT disagrees 

1e.U.. 15-4 General 

L-tt-e. 1723 Pw-090 - I want the acquired lands to Undergo public review via a plan amendment so the public can r e v i e w  and comment 

Respoms.: This standard pertains to the management area classification of lands already acquired 

L-ttar. 1723 (MA-ab-51) define compatible 

Respone.' Compatible 18 defrned by the Webster's 9th New Collegrate Dictionary as q'oapable of existing or operating together in harmony '' 

Latter: 1723 (MA-ab-521 remove "where practicable" and "reasonable alternative" not measureable Standards must be measureable 

Raeponee: The standard has been changed to reflect your concem 

Latter 1723 (MA-ab-53) "significant public benefit" must be defined or removed 

Rasponse. significant public benefrt is determined on each land exchange based on site specific informatian 

I..".: 20 PLAN STNARDS & GUIDELINES 
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T.su.: 20-1 Forest wide 

L.tt.r: 1723 (w 58, DBIS) I favor using pheromones, with no cutting ~n scenic areas and other sensitive areas not 3Ust S P B ' s  that go from wrldemess OT 
other areas into the general forest but also SPB from the general forest that goes into wilderness ~leo. SPB gaes from private lands into Fs lands 

wilderness near private property to see If the landowner 1s doing all they can to reduce SPB problems but you do not do this 
you do not talk ahout this and what you will do when this happens PS la required to do a sire epecrfic analysis when proposing cutting m 

R.sponse Comment noted 

Letter: 1723 (FW-0771 I am against shortened mtiltmns since you will perpetuate dense pine stands that will be susceptible to SPB and you will prevent 00 from 
occurrmg and interior foreat specres thriving No SPB cutting or control should be done in wet sorla where timber will be cut 

Reepon..: The IDT doesn't understand this comment Rotation ages are as long or longer in this revision than m the 1987 plan 

Lettar: 1605 PW-022 - A desisron to us@ a non-native species should be accompanred by a detailed plan to convert to native species, Instead of a generalized 
statement to that effect 

R.spons.: This standard directs use of native specres unless concems for sedimentation, water quality or other immediate factors dictate the use of desireable 
non-natzve Bpecles 

Latter: 1605 Pw-022 - Desirable "on-native species available for use need to be defrned and included In the plan 

R.PPOIIS.: See Plan App B for rehabllltatlon recommendations 

=attar: 1605 PW-022 - It should be sereeeed that non-native plant species are to be used only rf no native species are adequate for erosion control 
L.tt.r: 1605 FW-022 - An assessment of the need to use "on-native species should be done on a case-specific basis instead of on a general basis 

R.epon~.. The atendard states appropriate native plant speeree 
will not provide adequate eo11 & water protection 

The guideline that defines the use of no"-natives LB site specific cases where native species 

1S.U.. 20-2 MA1 - Upland Forests 
L&.tez. 1808 MA-1, standards and Guidelines, SIlVICUltUrz.1 Management p 91 The diameter limits listed for scheduled regenerati-" cuttinge are inconsistent with 

those m the DBIS for the management of the RCW and Its habitat on NFB m the Southem Region 
management i s  inplemented, however, larger diameters are requrred when irregular ahelremood le used Irregular sheltemood leaves older trees with 
larger diameters and these trees produce higher quality seed 8ources 
draft RCW 81s 

Smaller diameter limits are acceptable If uneven-aged 

Therefore, we recommend the diameter 1mzts be increased to reflect those ~n the 

~.spone.: The IDT agrees The final revised plan has been amended to reflect this Diameter limits will be based on a site-speciflc analysis 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-1-19] 10 yrs IB too long to re-establxsh vegetation It needs to be 3 y r e  at the maximum Otherwise you assure erosion and water pollution 
and continued fragmentation 

R..pon..' Ten years is the maximum allowed under 36 CPR 219 27 (111 
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T..YI: 20-2 MAI - Vpland Foreats 
L.tt.xx 1723 Ips 65, DBISI analyrrle s a p  Maximum T m b e r  alternative givee more gray squirrel habLtat acreage than the Maximum Wzlderneee alternative make no 

sene- 
and 
squirrels lrke wrll be less drsturbed m the Maximum Wilderness alternative It makes no sense to say that xt has lower gray squirrel acreage than 4 of 
6 alternatives 

Smce there will be dieturbansee that mrmrc Nature and more den trees becauee trees will be allowed to grow and die ~n Wilderness, 
maxmum acorn production will be allowed on more acres becauee they wrll not be Cut down, and because rrparian and bottomland areas that gray 

R.spon..: Your assessment 18 m error Maximum SMZ acres occur in Alt. 6 & 7, however, thze doee not equate to bottomland hardwood acres aa described x n  the 
18s Altr, 
evaluated 1s In fact higher in Alt 

also are evaluated on a combmatron of species, net a eingle species such as the gray squrrrel Habitat for all small game species 
2 than 6 or 7 
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T..U.? 20-3 MA2 - RCW 
Latt-r: le08 It ia, therefore, recommended that a standard be included zn MA-2 which allows for reconsideration of the location of RCW recovery population m east 

Texas 

R..pon..: This can be drsoussad during consultation with USPWS 

L.tt.rt 1723 MA-2-19 - 10 yeare 1s tot, long to revegatate a road. The standerd ehould be 2-3 yeare 

R..pon..c Ten years is the maximum allowed under 36 CPR 219 27 (11) 

L.tt.r. le08 MA-1, standards and ourdelznes, Pacilitiee, p 100 We recommend changing the statement m MA-2-16 to include language for forest fragmentation, 
I e I “Restnotlons may be rmplemented m reeponse to ~esouxce programs, such as wildlife. forest fragmentation, rBCrBatzon. 

Rwpon..: Changes have been made m the Plan and EIS to diecuss concerns regarding fragmentation 

T..U.I 20-4 MA3 - orasslands 

20-5 MA4 - SMZ’S 
L.tt.r: 1632 MA-4-42 - Pesticides should not be used within MA-4 Subetantral lrmits, free of loopholes (as In MA-4-42) should be set to assure M A 4  le not 

degraded by continuing timber harvests or cuts Behaviorial chemicals should be used without cutting If action becomes necessary 

R.*ponB.: Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1632 MA-4-41 - suggests that MA-4 would m fact be subjected to the same inBeot control criteria as MA-1 and MA-2 
infestation within MA-4 since harvastmng 3eopardxrea SMZ integrity aa discueaed prevrously 
cavities. and downed woody material for skunks, salamanders, and food oham rnssete 

I recommend no cutting of SPB 
Uncut trees pmvide the benefit of organic matterr snags. 



TBBY.. 20-5 MA4 - SMZ's 
Rasponnm: SPB infestations will normally be allowed to m n  their natural COUree, unless Q site-specific analysis indicates one of the conditions listed in PW-4- 

42 eXlsts 

20-7 MA7 - Wilderness 
1723 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

(MA-7-12] 
m that area naturally 
I am totally against any wildlife habitat Improvement for quat15 ~ ~ B O U T C ~ Q  unless It IS linked to restoration of natural processes or.ecosyetems that 
Cannot restore themselves (MA-7-13) v 
(MA-7-33] I am totally against any krnd of fuel reduction done p s t  to reduce fuel 
(MA-7-45] I am against control of SPB m wilderness area 
I am totally opposed to MA-7-48, whrch allows logging of wzldemeaa areas 
act's need for the minimum t w l  use 
I favor a S W  whrch acquires all mineral rights that the government does not own m wilderness areas 
alternative and provide It as an option for a S&G? 
(MA-7-93) am not necessanly m favor of designated campsites for outfitters 
(MA-7-98) I fully support that the activitres that least alter wilderneee and are most dependent on wilderness must be protected 
(MA-7-101) I fully support the primitive travel and COmunlCatlOn8 requirement 

the only fish control proJests I support la to protect endangered or threatened species or to remove exotxc or species that do not occur 

cut and remove 1s not compatrble With wilderness values or the wilderness 

Why not favor thia maximum protection 

I also am not m favor of horae use i n  the wilderneaa 

R.spons.. Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-7-11] natural native aquatic resources need to be defined 
L.tt.r: 1723 (MA-7-161) deflne natural native species Wildlife does not need active managing m wilderness 

R.spons.: This standard has been clarified m the final document 

Latter' 1723 The Sff ia  do not address air quality (MA-7-03] i n  terms of air monitoring that needs to be done near wilderness There IS no standard for interacting 
with BPA and TNRCC on a regular basis to ensure that all wildernesses are not being harmfully Impastad by air pollution 

Respons.. PW gurdance has clarified a l l  air quality standard- 

L.tt.e: 1723 (MA-7-47] the PS 1s not currently really doing a site specific analysis of the adJacent landowner's property When do you say no to a landowner, 
that they are not managing their land to reduce SPB? 

R.spona.: A site-specific analysis of adJacent landowners' property la alwaye done prior to SPB treatment In wilderneea 

Letter. 1723 (MA-7-71) define qsslgnifisant disturbance to the Burface." What does this mean and how will this be Implemented? 
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- 1S.U.. 20-7 MA7 - WLlderness 
R..pon..i Sqnlfieant 18 defined by the Webeter'e 9th New Collegiate Dlctronary aa "having or likely to have influence or effect" A detennmatmn of 

elgnlflsmt dxsturbmce will be made on a site s p e m f ~ c  basis 

I..".: 2 0 - 8  MA8 - Specral Mgt A r e m  

- 1.": 20-8-1 RNA 

I..".: 20-8-2 Candidate w6.s River 

I..".: 20-8-3 senzc Areas 

L.tt.r. 1723 MA-Ed-62, MA-sf-54. and page 195 Lake Pannln Organizational camp, and page 197 Attoyac Bayou Ayish Bayou and coahino Bayou Archeological Areas, and 
page 198 Old Aldridge Sawmill and N ~ l l  Town, all of these areas should not be drilled, should not have ee1smic eurveye, and shwld have any prlvate 
mrneral rights bought 
MA-8c-BZ - no mountam brkes or homes should be allowed m Wmters Bayou Scenlc Area L-tt-e. 1723 

R.sp0ns.r Comment noted 

T..u. 20-8-4 BOtanlcal Areas 

Is.".: 20-8-5 Rlparian/WL Areas 

Letter: 1655 MA-ad-03 - Grazing permits should be phased out completely Grazing Constitutes an zntmduction of an exotic species 

Raaponse. Comment noted 

1 T..u.; 20-8-6 
Appendzx-k page 201 



20-9 MA9 - Recreation 

ISSY.: 20-9-1 Developed Recreation Sitee 

Isnu.: 20-9-2 semi-pnmitive Recreatron Site 

1s.u. 20-10 m l o  - Adm 61 Specla1 usee 

I..=.. 20-10-1 Adm use sztee 

L.tt.r'. 1723 (MA-loa-021 environmental impacts and floodplain lmpacta must also be looked at here 
L.tt.=: 1723 (MA-loa-15) require that compoating and incineration toilets are used mstead of septic systems 
L.tt.E: 1723 (MA-loa-23) fire towers will be used for wildlrfe vlewmng, forest appreciation, and scenic beauty 
L-ttae: 1723 (MA-loa-41 and 42) I am against the use of pesticides unleae It la for specific targeted areas 
L.tt.=: 1723 (MA-loa-101) no unprogrammed timber harvest must be permitted either Only imminent danger hazard trees can be cut 
L.tt.n: 1723 (MA-loa-103) IS duplicative with 101 and must be ellmated 
Lett.=: 1723 You need to require energy sonseTvat1on and alternative energy use m designs and modiflaations and renovations 

R.epon..: Comment noted 

I.@".: 20-10-2 Specla1 use Permlt Areas 

L-tter: 1723 (MA-lob-21-24] I am opposed to the use of herbicides and pesticides 
L-tter: 1723 

Lett..=: 1723 IMA-lOb-34&35) I agree 
Latter 1723 (MA-lob-37) I support the exclusion of landfills but also you must put gravel plta on thle llst 
L.tt.r. 1723 (MA-lob-3s) I obJect to the exceptions Only one access road la needed for each private property surrounded by NP 
Lattar: 1723 (MA-lob-72) remove "where needed" and require thls 
L.tr.e: 1723 (MA-lob-1011 I want no programmed or unregulated timber harvest Define "unreasonably interfere " 

(MA-lob-331 I agree that ROW need to be conaolrdated and this must be a requirement and not lust encouraged 

R.eponsa. Comment noted 
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T.su.: 20-10-2 specla1 use Penult Areas 

Latter. 1723 (MA-lob-42) define compatible and remove "as appropriate". 

R..pona.. Compatible 1s defined by the Webster's 9th New Collegiate DlEtlOnarY as "capable of existrng or operating together in harmony " 

1.": 20-11 SPA Exp Porest 

L.tt.r: 1723 you need a VQO assigned overall to this forest I suggest Bemi-primitive "onmotorized 
Latter: 1723 (MA-ll-oz-o5) 

Reapon..: Comment noted 

I Want no mineral development of the area and no Cutting of bottomlands 

I..".: 20-12 M k E  

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 236) ob)eetives 

Latter: 1723 

Latter. 1723 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 235 plan) you also need to train the interested public to identify sensitive species 
Latter 1723 Ob] 3b cost efficiency must not be the sole criteria Bnvlronmental protection must be the sole deciding factor 
Latter 1723 Ob] 3k land use authorizations should only be 18sUed If they are compatible wzth environmental protection and ecosystem evolution and continuity 
Letter 1723 (pg 242) your snags/==== numbera are too low 
Latter 1723 (Ob, 1c) wilderness management needm to take into account that we need to allow evolution to occyl and we are simply caretakers and not active 

Latter 1723 I have lDoked throughout tbis document and I see no real better monitoring efhort than IS mentioned on p 6 of the DEIS [Indlscnmmant shooting1 

are too weak and not detailed enough or show what monitoring results will actually cause a change to occur In fact the entzre 
table 1 for Monitoring Questrons 18 this way, too broad and not specrfrc for quantifLcatlon of what monitoring results you want 
The s f. Gs are too weak and often are not measureable in both a quantitative and qualutative fashion 
and many so-called standards are not measureable 

measurable 

If you have a standard it must be measureable 

you are not able to sample quantitatively to show what is happening with your present system and therefore you have a monrtorrng system that IS not 

managers of the area 

Response. Comment noted 

L.tt.r: 1723 Ob] 4d are the plan eetlmates too damaging for the forest? 

~.spone.: see 81s appendix B for constraints used with all alternatives 
not impair the long term productivity of the land This IS In aocordance with Section 4 of the XUSYA of 1960 

These conatramts insure that timber harvest levels are at austamable levels that do 

L.tt.r 1723 Ob) 4f do you want to minimize losses, Is this realistic, will this reflect a real decrease m susceptibility or i w t  that you have cut down all the 
old trees Nongame species need to be monitored for impacts here since we know that sensitive species lzke Trillium can be negatively impacted 
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R..pon.*i Y e s .  we plan to m m i m z z e  losses thmugh hazard reduotion and p-t Control of infestations Thzs w i l l  not be solely through cutting down all old 
The actual decrease zn suacaptibrlity will be mfluenced by the management SMj developed to trees, as rotation ages have increased m many areas. 

reach a DPC zn each MA 

L.tt.r: 1723 You . do not protect the forest "significantly" because you do not have a mobltonng program that -11 qualitatively and quantltatrvely dstemine 
Your monktoring program 1s woefully lackmg yet you want to b m l d  more traile and encourage more use when present trails are already ORV Inpacts 

not up to standards 

R0.pn.o: The m proposes to w a g e  OKV uae on designated traila m oder to reduce and mxnimze resource damage. Haaged trails will pmvlde better resource 
prouectlm. 

L.tt.E: 1723 'I= la2 DEI59 It le not acceptable to -Justify allowrng mora ORV use because available use areas IS seame for this astlvlty 

R..pn... OKVs have been identified as a. leptimate use of the NP. 
resource damage 

It le defmitely a recreatmnal puraurt. Our mntentlon la to manage OKVs, to mlNmzae  

L.tt.e 1723 ob, 4a how do you measure If long-term loss of future productivity of the land =e occ-1ng 

R..pn..: Through a long-tem monlto-g p-m 

Latear: 
Lettar: 1723 Obj 3c bow do you tell rf landownerehrp adjustments are "zmpmvmg managemant and consOlidat1on"? What are you measuring here? 

1723 Ob) 3e how do you tell If ROW achieves better forest -=pent and more efficient management of public lands? 

R..pon..: some unit8 of measmre include meductions In Landlme milea and comer monuments to maintain 

L.tt.e: 1723 Ohj 2c.  It IS not just openings that you need but also you need to say that certain places have not heen a t  and do not cause uglmess 

R.apon..: Variety 1 s  the Objective, Wlthout causmg uglmesa 

Lettar. 1723 obj 4e re LB not demand chat should drlve grazing, but ecoeystem fUnCt1on What la sustainable grazing? 

R..pon..: Grazing la regulated by cam/lng capacity on each allotment, balancmg againat ill1 needs such ea wildlife needs 

Lettar: 1723 You also need a notebook with e pmture of each species so people can identify them I" the field 
determine population levels Not just andicator BPCCI*S but all threatened, endangered. BenBitlve. unique specree and plant communities plus apeclea 
like intenor forest species and naotropical migrant= that are declining 

Your weation8 are too general. Yau need to 

R.#ponm. T i m e  and resources prevent 100% inventones The MI program provldes a logical process to monztor a wide range of related speclee. 

Lattme: 1723 obj 2f what IS sufficient levels of l a w  enforcement" What are not" 
L.tt.=: 1723 (pg 237) What are sufficient level- for law enforcement? What deficient do you have now" 

R.spon..: Sufficient law enforcement keeps w t h m  the budget, provLdes education and presence and 18 a strong detenerrt. Anything less than that is not 
sufficient l a w  enforcement 

L.tt.r: 1723 Obj Id where are the soil erosion standardds. ete ? You need numbers bere You need to quantify 

Rapon..: Erosion and sedlment outputs are discussed in the DEI6 
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- 1B.U.I 20-12 M & E  

Latter: 1723 ob] 5a are all streams being monitored% 

Reapons.: All streams are not monitored We have streams on each Forest where baseline water quality data le collected 

Latter: 1723 ob] 5d how will you tell If ozone 18 impacting foreet vegetation, 

Raspone.. See BIS chap 111, part 1121 for discussion on Ozone comema and documentation Information SFAU IS condustrng ozone research studlea at the FS 
Experiment Station Data will be used from these studies Also, the Forest hae conducted ozone studies on the Sam Houston National Forest 

L.tt.e 1723 Ob] If I t  18 not 3Ust rf target species are usmg corridors but are they thriving and viable populations now much cutting is done, What are the 
effects of disturbance on riparian areas? 

R.sponsa: S f f i  are designed to protect the value of riparian areas 

L.tt.r 1723 ob] lg should go under Ob] le You need to restore the natural frequency, intensity, seasonality, timing, and regime of fire But this IS not an 
ob~ective 

Respon..: Lightning fires were only one source of pre-settlement ignition 
burning cycles are part of the overall mgmt 

Native amerlciln burning IS ala0 part of the fire hietory of these areas The pl-ed 
intended to produce the DPC's The DFC'B provide the diversity requrred by the NFMA 

Lettar 1723 Ob, 49 does prescribed burning provide the frequency, regime, Intensity, seasonality, and trmrng characterxzing a return to natural ecosystem 
f""CtlO"lng? 

I ~eepcnae: Bcoeyetem mgmc does Dot mean that all mgmt actlvrtrea must mimic that whrch would occur "naturally" The prescribed bumlng cycles are consistent 
with theee fire allocated ecosystems & will help meet the DFC 

L.tt.r: 1632 My experience and comments reflect msufflclent/lnaccurate mnltorlng and evaluatzon of NF management actlvltles 
are finished and foqotfen with little thought of the possibility of ongoing impacts 
within one year of closing sale, massive exosian and s t r e a m  831tat1oo were occurring 
the problem =ad was able to take correctzve action 

(plan pg 2311 Too often prqects 
I have seen cases where eroeion control proved Inadequate and 
IC was only 'chough my notification that the FS became aware of 

~eaponne: Continual monitormg IS a constant effort to ensure quality control 
public h Lndividuals, i s  appreciated 

As identified m Chapter v, ass1etance through many  source^, especially the 

Lattar: 1723 ob] le why are you emphaeialng only fire dependent ~coeyetemsl HOW 18 significant and rentored defined here? 

~.sponse. Oblective rscognizes all systems. an emphasis 1s placed On fire dependent ecosystems due to high proportion of T6.B species that require this habitat 

Lettm=: 1723 (pg 231 plan) how do you address via monitoring how effectively public concerns are being addressed- What mechanism are you using to get constant 
feedback on plan implementation I do not see the role the public plays m the monltonng and evaluation program 

Reapone-. ObJectlve 3h encourage= the association wlth the publlc In general for all aCtlvitleS 

Lettar 1723 (pg 233 plan) It bothers [me1 on page 223 that "Not every goal. Ob]ective, or standard and guidelines can be monitored at every level It This doe. need 
to be done 
see that type of prmrztizatim committed to here 

YOU also need to priorrtrze your monitoring efforts based on the impact that an activity ~r use will have on the environment I do not 
Why not" 

~.epons.. The M&B proceaa will be continually improved based on annual activltxes 
rdentiflcatmn of monltonng actions 

Table 1 sets the questions zn place which will allow better prmr1tlZation h 
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20-12 M & B  

Lettar: 1723 Ob3 Zd trails what le unacceptable damage to re~ources or Conflicts with other u~ers' 

R..pOns.: Unacceptable damage occurrs when SPG8, State BMPs or other re~ource mitigation measures are unsuccessful 
public consem P intensity 

Conflicts are readily obsemed through 

L.tt.T: 1723 Ob] 3a what are "poB1tIve charactenstice of suetalnability" What "ecomyetem elements" are you talking about? 

R.mpons.: Positive indicators of ecosystem sustainability include improvements m the basic biological, physical and eocral elements within an ecosystem 
longterm improvements m water quality or soil productivity are examples 

Latter: 1723 Ob] 3h how many volunteer/partnerahips do you want? what 1s your number goal here, 

R-mpon..: The USPS IS continually expanding partnerships P cooperatrve activities No number has been targeted for a euccessful program 

Latter: 1723 Ob] 4c what 1s the desired ecoeyetem diversity, You only talk about even age stands Why do you ignore uneven age stands, What 1s sound forest 
health and diversity, A definition IS needed hers 

R..pon..: Uneven-aged stands are addressed m 4 c ( l )  

Latter: 1723 (pg 241-242) everywhere you have Element Occurrence Record, this IS not good enough This does not tell how the species population IS doing Is It 
v~able 
you have one BOR, two, or how many? 

LLP. the amount of bunch grass and the extent geographically of populations are things you must take into account You also need to know the number 
of individuals In populatlOne 
Purther you do not take into account that rf you manage all of SHNP for the RCW you wrll end up destroying Wakerobin habitat by cutting for RCW and 
SPB 
will reintroduce and the population you want The acres of habitat mean nothing (much 1s there right now) without bears reintroduced) The same goes 
for Red wolves which you totally ignore 

Also you need to know the locations of all the populations and this will not necessarily get you there 

under the LL-bluestem eeries xt IS ]use not acres that are Important but the quality of the habitat 

When do you stop monitoring? When 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 2411 How will you measure that, L a r g e  

I also feel that the Slender Wakerobin le a Mesic species but you have It under Dry-Mesic P X e r i c  Oak-Pine Poreets 

But these kinds of dietmctions do not show up on your chart Ale0 under LA Black Bear, you need a goal of the number of individuals that you 

R..pOn..: 
The Mgmt Indicatars Table has been revised to address your concem 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 123 DEIS) you admrt you have no sir monitoring ~n the grasslands and you pmpase to do none There are zero air monitors In the grasslands so 
to say that monitoring indicates that air quality over the National Grasslands meet the NAAQS le untrue How can we tell what effect8 omne or acid 
r a m  has if there 1s no plan to do monltormg 

~ e e  If the Houston airshed IS reducing NP visibility in Sam Houston NP 
L.tt.e: 1723 asrd rem network for monitoring IS woefully inadequate and the Ps needs to do some acid rain mmltoring You also need visibility monrtoring to 

8.npone.. The M&B table has been revised to refleot your comment. 

Lettar: 1723 Ob] 5c you need to look specifically at erosion that la due to ORV use and logging 

R..pons.. Brosion P sedementatim Concerns are berng addressed m ongoing monitoring actzons for both ORV s timber harvest activities 

Lettar; 1723 (pg 8 3  Plan) it IS ridiculous that you allow ORV use when you have no local studies that document the effects of noise, disturbance and other effects 
on wildlife by ORV.8 
these can be mitigated 

You must put together a research plan that looks at monitoring and research of ORV impacts and how to mitigate these or whether 
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20-12 M & B  

Letter: 1723 lpg 120 DBISI you state the "The Forest ORV Plan . but there re no monitormg pragrm propoaed that will tell you If nonpomt source water 
pollution 18 in fact occurring due to &?V use 

Raspone.: See Plan App E, ORV Ngmt The emphaers placed on mventoq ,  enluatron and mgmt, to include closuree of ORV trails wzll be a hlgh prlorrty ~n the new 
Plan Monitoring and Inveetigatlon will be a key component of this effort 

L-tt-e: 1723 (Obi 
created? 

31.~9 239) How will you tell rf recreation la having a positive or negative benefit an rural economics and how will you tell how many Jobs are 

R..pons.: Close cooperatron with extenswn programs rural development actlvoxes and local communitiee provide valuable informatmn & reports to guage success 

L*tt.r: 1723 MA-2-41 - how will you monitor wildlrfe and cattle competitmn for browse and herbaceoua plants, 
Respons.: See Plan App 0 

L.tt.e: 1723 lobi 4b) now will you detemrne If huntable populations are not detru"ta1 to nongame speciesD 
those frguree" 

What does viable mean here and where will you get 

R-mpons.' M&B activities & publrc concern will identify changes m non-game populations The term viable has been removed from the fmal  plan 

Ismu.: 20-13 General 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 45 Plan1 you talk about having -re partnerships, communication. and coopeation wkth local sommUnitieQ What about the rest of the 
interested public? 

R-spone.: The USPS 18 continually expanding partnerships & cooperative aCt1vltieQ No number has been targeted for a svcceaaful program 

L.tt.r: 17a3 lpg 41, LRMPI 1t la needs and not demands that must be met Needs are survlal requirements while demands are what you would like to have but do 
not naceesarily need to l i v ~  

Responsr. You're right That 1 s  part of the enterla for evaluation Bveryone make* demands b that certainly doesn't mean they are needed It la the ObJecti-e 
of the Planning effort to review demand & need and develop a range of altematitlves that address these concerns 

Issue. 30-1 ETS Appendix A 

Lattar: 1723 (pg 6 )  your screening eliminated illtematives that yo= may not have been able tm implement but which others could implement Yet CEQ regulatim8 
require you to look at such alterniitiveQ and not use the ~ X C U B ~  that you cannot rmplement them as il way to avoid doing alternative analysis 

R.spons.. while this comment references page 6 of BIS Appendzx A. which diecwaes the process used to identify le~ues, it refers to screening 81t8 
the 18sue IdentifLcatlon process diecusses the c n t e n a  used to screen substantLve comments This 18 a different process f r o m  the one used to develop 
alternatlvee. whL& 18 described m the 81s. chapter 11, pagee 12-14 

Step 4 of 

I..tt.r: 1123 (pg 6 )  m my view personnel la also a germane 188ue sxnce the plan cannot be Implemented wtthout an adequate number of a certain type of personnel 
f r o m  certain disciplines 
you must  do? 

what will reduced budgets do to your being able to hire enough people with the right qualifications to do the job you nay 
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R.spons.: Personnel mattere are outside the scope of FP Land h Resource Mgmt Plans guide all natural resource mgmt activities 61 establish mgmt ShGs for NPS 
lands 
significant iseues to be considered In the planning process 

Since matters such i le personnel h annual budget opportmitiee are not controlled by the Forest, they were eliminated from consideration as 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 71 many proieet level decisions contam decisions that need Forest level mandate but do not have them For instance cuttmng ~n riparian areas 

You also need to audit your 
for other than timber purposes 
cutting for any reason are unnecessarily destroyed or damaged 
dietncts to ensure they do the right thing 

Also residual damage standards ere needed since the prolest level never seems to implement any and trees left after 
We need stricter controls or districts get sloppy 

R..pon..: Propst level decisions must tier to the FLRMP or elee the FLRMP must be amended to allow for the decision 
amendment procedures are located zn 36 CFR 219 10 The e m e n t  appears to cite en example of a mgmt practice (timber cutting ID riparian areas) that 
was not allowed or provided for m the 1987 FLRMP 
IV-87 through IV-89. S&Ge for the treatment and/or protection of residual vegetation are found m the Revised Plan. chapter IV, pages 75-79, 61 m the 
xndlvzdual Mgmt Area descriptions for M U  (page 91), MA2 (pages 103-107), MA4 (pages 129-1301, W.7 (page 1431, MABE (page 1691, NABf (page 1941, and 
m o b  (pagee 218-219, 221) Procedures for monitoonng FLRNP Implementation are outlined LD the Revised Plan, chapter v Monrtoring & Evaluation 
Reports will be done at least m u a l l y  h will be available for publrs r e n e w  

The reglllatmne that specify FLRMP 

However, timber cutting zn ripanan areae was allowed under certain conditione outlined on pages 

L.tt.e. 1723 (pg 61 PS must respond to needs. not demands Demands are not necessary Needs are 

P..pon..: You're right That re part of the crxteria for evaluation Bveryone makes demands 6; that certainly doesn't mean they are needed It 1s the ob3ective 
of the Plannmg effort to review demand h need and develop a range of altematlves that address these concems 

T..Y. 30-2 BIS Appendrx B 

Lettar: 1723 (w 37). I do not agree that dlapereed recreation ra compatible Wlth tlmber management QCtIVltles cannot hade the destmctlon you do to 

L.tt.r: 1723 lpg 29, D E W  the mixed forests are not even close to berng identical in terne of developing standards In addition why do you have 80 much fire 
dispersed rscreation W t h  even-age timber aatlvities 

m these mixed systems 

R..pm..: Comment noted 

Lott-r: 1723 (w 44) It i s  important to nOte that forest industry lands have been overcut I ob3ectto this subsidized private abuse on my public NF lands The 
NF lands get the environmental abuse because industry has environmentally abused its lands 

~..pon.r' See EIS appendix B for sonatralnte used with all altematlVeQ 
not rmpalr the long term productivity of the land 

These conetramts insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do 
Thrs is in accordance with section 4 of the MUSYA of 1960 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 9 15) zt IS not clear zf you Included SPB, salvage, sanitation cuts ~n the model . you need to g ~ v e  the public  me idea about the 11mt8t1008 
and problems the R0RPU.N model has 80 they can understand better Ita ablhty to glve good answers 
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R.epona.. Per CPR 219 3. the ASP 18 defined as "the quantity of timber that may be sold from the area of aurtable land covered by the forest plan for a time 
perrod specified by the plan " 
long as the total amount sold for the plannihg period does not exceed the ASP 
of timber stands which are subatamtially damaged by fire, wmndthmw, or other catastrophe, or which are In imminent danger of insect or diseaee attack 
and where aush harvests are Consistent with silvicultural and environmental standards 
otherwise be sold under the plan or, If not feasible, be sold over and above the planned volume (CFR 219.27 ( c )  (z).) However, the NFGT has 
hiatorrcally substituted salvage timber for green tlmber 
and therefore does not include any volume removed from lands such as apeoral areas and SMZ's 

" Within the planning period, the volume of timber to be sold I" any one year may exceed the average annual ASQ so 
Nothing m this paragraph prohibits salvage or sanitation harvestmg 

Such timber may either eubstitute for timber that would 

The ASP identified m the FP was calculated on Lands Sultable €or Timber Productron only 

L-tt-e. 1723 (pg 61) you say that Alt 6 1s the maximum wilderness benchmark legally allowable there 1s no legal allowable for wilderness If congrees wants to 
It can designate an antire NF as wilderness Sa this le a8 artificial a reetre.int as anything 

R.spons.. Agreed The Constraint W+IQ not on the number of wilderneaa acree, but on the number of acres needed to meet other constraints such a8 threatened and 
endangered RCW that needs land to be managed m a different way than those set aside for rnldemeas 

Lattar: 1723 (pg 59) 95% of culmlnatron of mean annual increment of timber volume growth IS a logging Constraint and not a biological one This brasee the Fs 
againat old growth and does not allow real 00 to occur with your favored propoaal 

Raepons.. See Glossary of DEIS for deecriptlon of CMAI 

L-ttmz. 1723 

See previous table for actual age of existing timber at harvest 

why are you even looking at such low rotations of 4 0 - 6 0  yra when you k n o w  they do not have a chance biologically, politically of making it and are 
the antithesis of ecosystem management? 

R.apons.: The direction la to analyze a wide range of alternat%vee and what the effects and impacts will be Then to select a preferred altemiltive that would 
provide for needs presented 2" the issues and sub-~ssuee along with the RPA philosophy 
considered by the Forest Supemisor and the Regional Forester m sc1ectIog the final alternative but I S  not modeled other than possible side boards in 
feasibility of alternative analyzed 

Non-valued Items such a8 politically acceptable are 

Letter: 1723 (pg 16) FORPLAN Version TI le a economic model and It does not give credence to ecdoglcal values which = m o t  be expressed dollar terms 
Marimrring PNV la an economic cnteria and le not an ecological one 
eriented Mierdces can occur Information 18 not ground truthhed before 1t IS used In FORPIAN 

aBBUmptmns made often are aubJective goods oriented and nor. quality 

Response The FORPLAN model IS a useful tool to aid the FS to understand the nature of Forest planning problems (not the optimal answer) Its major purpose 
wae to provide ineight into the behanor of multiple xesources and their znteractione, which m turn Were used to guide the development Of effeotive 
plans and decLsions The model la used more appropnately to prevent won9 deczsions, that which 1s prescribed by each resource IS not In conflict 
and cam be implemented The FORPLAN model IS simply a tool to be used with other tools In preparing xmplementable Forest plane 

Letter: 1723 (pg 9 )  how accurate were the 1987 pro3ectIon8 for all different outpllt levels of all different s e ~ y ~ c e s *  why were there differences? 

Raspone.: Annual Monitoring and Evaluation reports have been prepared and results were included m reports to the public and 
thee- documents 

preparation of the AMs see 
Ma30r reasons fox differences were the RCW ruling and lack of funding 

what % error do the FORPLIW models and other models you use have? Latter: 1723 (pg 2.3) It must be remembered that the AMs stopped collecting data, m most 
cases, in 1990 Alot has happened on the ground smce then to not make It the very bast analyses you have 

Raspone.: see prev~ous comment for purpose of FORPLAN comment noted W e  agree thmgs are changing 
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Lettar. 1632 does an adequate lob of detarling the complexity of factors affecting the timber economy, but zt ultimately focuses the diacuaaion of ~ C O D D ~ Z C  

I must stress that the linear relationship between timber Impacts of the alts on deviatione in ]ob numbers based on a lrmrted number of factora 
Outputs and p b a  le an Inaccurate reflection of actual conditione Additionally, other factors related to economics, modernization and supply/demand 
are eo influential to the big picture, that the ]ob fluctuation figures used by the PS cannot be used to accurately depxct the real-life situation 

R..pon..: The local economic effects of forest resource management pollcles wlll vary dependrng on the structure of a communlty'e economy and It's diversity 
community that relies heavily on the forest products industry will be affected by timber management planning, whereas a community that depends on 
recreation and tourISm will be affected by recreational resource management Diversified cm"anities will be lese affected by changes than a 
community which depends largely on one resource 
manufacturing of products from the timber growth In Texas forests 1s B vital part of Texas economy, as well as the regional and national economy 
Twelve of the deep Bast Texas counties comprise the most timber dependent region 10 the state 
lumber, veneer, and plywood are concentrated In eastern Texas See the socxal-Bconomic O v e r v i e w  Document prepared by Catherine Albers, December 1990, 
BeCtiOn 8, pages 158-235 Now these lobs that are aesociated with our timber harvesting may be able to be filled by competing timber ownership If the 
Ps redusea supply 

A 

The economy of East Texas 18 baaed on natural reBources including wood, petroleum, and coal The 

Primary processing operatrons for southern pine 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 2 )  the PS has not dealt with the stewardship issue well , the Ps said It would pursue National Trail Statue for the entire Lone Star Hiking 
Trail and then in the early 1980's dropped any effort to do this Without being honest and saying It would pursue this effort Ps must resolve 

and propose actions to move foward on trail designation m this management plan and BIS 

R.Sp0n.e In the Sam Houston Land Management Plan, Dec 1978, page 87, we did atate we would pursue National Trail Statue Durmg the process It was determined 
that the portmns that croased private land would have to be acquired. 

reconstruction, and recreation related roads and bridges 
IncreaBe Therefore in the PLRMP of 1987, It was determined to manage the LOne Star Hiking Trail with the standards of mamtenance and buffers on a 
Natronal Recreation Trail on forest land but not pursue acquiring those acres of off forest lands 

The cost of acquiring forced the dropping of pursuit of National ~ r a r l  Statw 
The recreation program natmnwide has a large (more than $1 billion1 infrastructure backlog In recreation facllxtlee, trail maintenance and 

This backlog 1s Continuing to grow At the same time, recreation use on NP continues to 

L.tt.r" 1723 (pg 68,711 again you use a timber not esologrcal or biological constraint by being at or above the CMAI This i s  not necessary for this plan or 
model you limit Uneven age management which does not have to be done since you can manage for mixed etanda with this management eyatem Bcoeystem 
Management should not allow unnecessary conatrainte like these 

~aspons.: This constraint keeps the model from harvesting before CMAI a8 required by 36 cPR 219 16 la1 (21 (111) 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 27-30, DEISI rotatione that you tried are a travesty Why did you try rotations that obviously are not biologically or ecologically sound? TO 
try 40-70 F rotatmns when these are not possible mekkee no sense 

R.opons.. CMAI for southem pine In Tx IS approximately 30-35 years 
posaible 

Forty years was used for the benchmark Constraint to determine what would be biologically 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 381 You cannot bring the habitat needs of squirrels down to 3Ust one thing You are oversimplifying for the model too much It IS also disturbing 
that there are no road density limits m the PP At the very least you should try different road densities 

R.sp0n.e: Appendix B describes the soeffieients P process of their use m the PORPLAN model 
coefficient 1s extensive P IS comprised of many factore 

The process record & infarmation used 1x1 the development of each 

T..Y.I 30-3 BIS Appendix C 
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PLAN AWL! E19 COMMENTS 
Co-nts by Imsu. and Response 

- 1.SU.i 30-3 BIS Appendix C 

L.tt.r: 1723 does not fully drscuss the problems Wzth oil and gas drilling in the NP and graeelands on pages 11-12, It LS not 2ust the sabine but also the 
Angelma, Davy crockett, and Sam Houston NF’s that have had cumulative impacts occur but have had these ignored m the BA’s the PS sometimes dose 

R.spons.. Comment noted 

Lettar 1723 (w 34), you need additional stipulations The PS’s policy seeme to be that people have to prove drilling should not go in instead of the leaeee 
proving that they need to drill 
sustam-d yield legislatron 

you give an overriding preference over all other activities This i e  not allowed under multiple use and 

R.spon..: The PS vxewa exploration, development, h production of mmeral reeources as part of our ecosystem mgmt respnsLbzllty There 1s no preference to 
minerals, but cwrd-dlnation with other  resource^, part of multiple uee does pertain to minerals 

Lett.=. 1723 (pg 351, you cut the public aut of leasing becauee no NBPA documente are developed to tell about what the committed resources and impacts will be rf 
the leasing occur8 There la no chance for the public to give input 

~..pon..: NEPA for leaerng 1s  included zn the PP, whish rncludes publzc comment 
mzt1gation measures 

Site-specific NEPA 1s done at the time of drilling for well site location & 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 37), you use the figure 0 1 mile but on page 30 you use the figure of 3 mrles Which IB correct? 

~.spon..: on page 30 - 3 horizonal drrlled locations Page 37 le 1 average for all drilled 81tes 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 38). you say vertical well pads will be 3 5 acres but on pages 30 and 32 you say 1 5 acres Which 1s It? 

 ampo one.. vertical well pads can range up to 3 5, but average 1 5 acres 

L.tt.e: 1723 

Raspons. 

L-ttar: 1723 

Response 

(pg 39), by the time the notice of APD occurs It 1s t w  late to stop the well The only option IS where to drill 

Correct D e c ~ s m n  to make available to drill is made at leasing time 

(w 41). the NEPA process 18 t w  late m the process s m c e  the lease has already occurred and the decision to allow drillrng or not IS already made 

NBPA, to drill is covered with the PP Site-specrflc NBPA le done at time of drilling 

L.tt.r: 1723 (pg 26-28) you ignore the fragmentation effects of the pilar and present drilling 

Respons.. The Revised 61s reflects your concerns 

Lettar: 1723 (w 29) you try to mlnlmlze the Impacts by sayzng that overall negative environmental effects wlll be minimal 

8.sponee: Cumulative impacts are currently addressed m the Revised EIS 

Lath=: 1723 (pg 30) your figure of 1 5 acres for the pad for vertically drilled wells seeme very low to me In the past in the NP the pads have been on the order 
of 2 5-4 acres zn size You are trying to mmimzzs the impacts by estimating pad size so low 
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Respon..: Theee are valid eetlmates based on actual sites on NPGT 

I.tt.r: 1723 (pg 311, there are no benefzcial environmental impacts when you drill a well Please list all the posttive environmental Impacts that drilling a 
well has m a mature forest stand 

Rwpon..: openinge of the kind h variety developed for drrll pads have been used for species such as Bastern Wild Turkey 

1m.u.: 30-4 EIS Append1.x D 

1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

1723 
1723 
1723 
1723 

w e  are the Western most extent of the Baatern Deciduous Forest It IS important that we keep the evolution of eastam species at their 
geqraphrcal range extent intact with wilderness 
Big Creek-- support the deaignatron of all 6767 acres of Big creek as a Wilderneaa Area 
819 Slough--I support the addition of the full 1138 acres to Big Slough Wilderneaa Area 
Boggy Creek--the PS has pushed to lease for oil and gas all potential wilderness areas 
during the hunting e e a ~ ~ n  
Chambere Perry-the 95% hameeted area is deceiving 
~ a r m ~ n  Creek--Undergrowth re not bad for wilderness 
Little LaXe creek--1 support includrng the 691 acres 
Longleaf Ridge-the Sierra club does not support wLldernees de81gnatmns for t h u  area, Q National Conservation and Recreation Area makes more 
sense. 
Stark Tract--you are being sub3ective here 
Turkey N111--I support the 152 acre addition 
Winters Bayou--there are seneltive species 
(pg 108. DBIS) I am opposed to you leaving out the West and Bast Forks of the San Jacinto River, Caney Creek. Little Lake Creek, and Big Creek 

This la called site specific variances and la not a negatrve as you imply 

wzlderness study was biased for hunting since It was done 

most cuts have been thinning 

I do not support horseback ridmng m th1.a wilderness . 

there are still opportunrtlea for solitude and serenity and quiet this IB no place for horses 

R..pons.: Comment noted 

L.tt.e: 1604 The DBIS rncludea Bome p m s  and cons as to why each Roadleaa Area might be wildermesa, but not as to why each area should be a special area In 
the alternative as to each, designate It as one or the other categow of special area 

~.mponm.i Proposed special areas s developed roadlees areas were proposed separately, except those proposed special areas that were formally proposed in RARE 
I1 

Lam.=: 1723 you continually do not address how to make wilderness proposale acceptable or compatible with Congressional intent You simply disqualify without 
a good analyeis of how such proposals could be made to be acceptable for wilderness Your analysis therefore le incomplete and not acceptable 

R..~II..: All roadleas proposals are evaluated by a standard set of cnterla that has been established by W I  since RARB I 

L.tt.e: 1723 on page 3, it 18 not demands +ou should talk about but needs How much wilderness do we need Demands are wishes that should not necesssarily be 
met 

h.pr..r. You're rqht. That LB part of the crxterxa for evaluation. Bveryane makes demands 6; that certamly doesn't mean they are nsedcd. It 1s the obpctiva 
of the Planning effort to review demand h need and develop a range of alternatives that address these concerns 
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Comment. by Tam. and Response 

I..".: 30-4 61s Appendix D 

Latter: 1123 On page 4 a big deal about NF wildernes? areas duplicating other existing wildernems areas congreea has not sard that lust because simrlar 
ecosystems ere already protested under the National Wilderness Presematmn system that others should not also be protected 

Respons.: These are p e t  statements of facta If they Were  different from exietmg, then that might be cause for higher sonsideratpm 

Lett.=: 1723 You do not list all wilderness Dptione that were considered m the past listed caney Creek North, Caney Creek South, and Patroon Bayou as 
possible wilderness 81teQ Yet theee are not mentioned 1" your discussion of post possible wilderness areas 

Reeponse: caney Creek North & south had been eliminated f m m  the list early in evaluatron chambers P e w  h Patroon ~ayou are the same 

L.tt.e. 1723 (pg 4 )  
this is not a reason to bar or disqualify an area as being potential wilderness 

R.spons.. Not neccesaarrly by Itself. but It IS definitely a consideration to be evaluated with other factors 

contrary to the impression you leave, that Congress has not decided that not buying mrneral rqhts bars a wilderness from being designated 

L-ttac. 1123 (pg 4 )  your m a d  mileage 10 too reetnetlve Congreea has overridden the PS in the past and haa allowed mads to go through wilderness why 
are you being m o r e  reetrxctive? 

Reeponse: Following the Wilderness Attribute Rating System. all areas were given the same rating system 

L.tt.F 1123 lpg 5 )  you are contradlctozy wrth the ESA You say that you use It as a criteria but at the mame time say you have decided that the RCW should 
be drawn Out of wilderness eleewhere m this plan 
are no 6SA problems in wildernees 

R.spona.. Many aspects of 1200 meter zone mgmt 

RCW you have already said is not a problem because you will d r a w  It out of wilderness there 

would not be feasable ~n wilderness 

L.tt.Ll: 1123 On page 6 .  Table D - 1 ,  what do wilderness areas ~n adJornmg states have to do wrth whether there le wilderness potential m the Texas NPs? foolish 
notion that has no baeis i n  fact especially since Texas NFs have only about 6% set aside whrle the national average le 18% where la the equity? 

Raspon*- Emadbase planning does not necessarily have state boundaries 
where larger percentage of state 18 m M Y  owmershlp Thereby, presenting better opportunities to set aside areas that meet wilderness attributes 

Gavernment ownership m Tx IS considerably lower percentage w i s e  than 10 western states 

Latter 1723 On page 7,  Table D-2, you add the 6SA as a criterla when it La not a crzterla found I" the P S  Handbook and you have noted will be drawn out of 
the wildernesses ~n TX This 18  r~gglng the analysis to make It seem like areas are not appropriate for wilderness 

Raaponse. Management for BS IS an Important €actor to consider Some desrgnatmn, 1 e Wilderneee. RNA, Scenic Are.?, etc would be counter to necessary mgmt to 
maintain Endangered Species 

Letter. 1723 Big wwds--why doee not che PS manage for a natural looking atend (plantations), the Lone S c a r  Hiking Trail needs to be desrgnated but 1s not 
currently a Natlonal Recreation Trail 

Not BUR what stands are berng referred to Response Private land sometlmee inhibits natural looking mgmt 

L.tt.r 1723 Bounds Penineula--unde-wth 1s not bad for vnlderness but part of the ecosystem you do not need trazl m wilderness 

Rsmponse: That's true Thre la lust another statement of fact concerning one of the criteria 

L.tt.r. 1723 Pour Notch-. the RRD has 102.000 acres of land that provides opportunities for primitive recreation but elsewhere you say the only real primltrve 
recreation 1s m wilderness and that there i s  a relatively small amount of semi-pnmitlve recreation, you are contradicting yourself here 
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R.-pone.e: Almost all NP land maiy provide a vieitor ZI primitive experience depending upon their base of reference 

Lettar: 1723 Graham Creek--RCW can be dram Out of wildernese Upland Island is a wilderness with mads running through it wilderness study was biased 

Respon..: Our Recreatzon Opportunity Spectrum evaluation, maps, areas of different opportunitrea, are baaed on certain crrteria Primitive under ROS i s  mostly a 
wrlderneea, even though we all know some axe close to or can even have m a d s  going thmugh them mgmt ob3ectlYe. I e 

L.tt.e: 1723 IndLan Mounds--the map makes no sense since you pmpose to add acreage that will make It hard to be a wildernese 
that minimlze~ potential confounding wilderness management factors 

you do not propose an alternative 

R.spons.t The proposals are not Ps proposals These are proposals by the public that are being evaluated 

L.tt.r: 1723 Jordan creek--all mineral rzghts can be acquired, mrdetory trees do not need to be moved completely f m m  RCW 

R..pons.: The law provides for acquisition of mrneral nghta It IS however, highly unlikely that congrese would provide the f m d m g  

Latt-r: 1604 The BIS splits Its coverage of madless areas (App Dl and Special Areas The maps for  madless areas are Often imprecise and hard to read 
Inadequactee m the maps of madless areas include failure to Indicate clear boundaries of the stark Tract and the proposed 410-acre addition to 
Winters Bayou, and contrnuing to indicate in white (private) the areas that the Ps has acquired zn wrldernessee such as upland Island IBIS still calls 
~f "Graham Creek") and Indian Mounds 

R.epons.: Improvements to maps 6 identifieation of Special Areas on P l a n  maps have been made 
maps, USPS ownership, etc can be viewed on maps maintained at the s 0 

Maps are to pmvrde general mfomatron of location, more specific 

L.tt.r 1723 Alabama Creek--if clearcutting mimics natural disturbances then how can It be conerdered a negative In any assessment of wilderness potential define 
what "no significant areas where no timber has been removed' define "Improvsd roads 

Rarpon... Clearcutting le one of the standard crltena developed by DO1 for Rare I, thin concBrn relates to total timber resource 6. extend of removals Improved 
roads are those described Ln PEIS App B 

Ts.Y.: 30-5 BIS Appendix B 

htt.e 1723 

Lett.=: 1723 No cutting, as mentioned before, in the wild, ecsnlc, or recreation river corridor must be allowed only exception would be hazard trees in 

Letter: 1723 on page 27, Ayish Bayou, what does "adJacent to the bayou" mean' You do not acknowledge that there are sensitive plants along the bayou a8 pointed 

Latter: 1723 O n  page 29, Segment 3, Neches River, you do not pmmote the old growth vegetation that 1s here excellent wood duck habitat 

eeveral rIverm that should have been included or moved forward zn the process Were not The Bast and West Pods of the San Jacmto River and 
caney Creek in SHNP [andl 

imminent danger of falling zn an area often frequented by people 

aut m the wilderness Appendix 

8x9 Creek Little Lake Creek in the Little Lake Creek Wilderness Area 

Raspon... Comment noted 

L.tt.e: 1723 you utilize criteria that are not approprrate for pdging many of the rIver8 
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L.tt.e: 1723 The criteria w e d  on pg 22-25 are notimeasurable how do you determine whether somethrng has local slgnxfacance recreatmnally? HOW do you 
define wildlife populations under Wildlife Values? How do you detenne If "vegetatron, water, and color all contribute to create exempar/ v~eual 
features". Why no criteria for solitude 3nd quiet? 

R..pn..: Crlterla were established by DOT, and NPS and are used throughout the country for evaluation of oandldate streamB 

L.tt.e: 1723 some of your Enterla are 80 strict that no river would qIlallfy m Bast Texaa 

R.spon... The criteria for WSR'e was established by the DOT and Ne9 

L.tt.r: 1723 On page 28, McGee Bend, Angellna River, canoemng can be done what does "wrldlife locally cowon to the forest" mean here? .say It la not free 
flowing drains the araa below Sam Raybum Dam, if It drains then the water is moving and you cannot say It IS not freeflowrng 

%.spans.. Angellna River Segment amund McGee Bend le not free flowing, It IS backwater from the Outlet flow at Sam Rayburn Dam and the rest of the ~ l v e r  All 
of AngelLna river below Sam Rayburn 18 controlled by outlet of Dam. 

Latter. 1723 On page 31, Segment 4, Neches River, Ignore thhe 00 bottoms 
Latter: 1723 O n  page 34, segment 1, Neches River, you ignore the 00 bottoms 

R.spons.: Don't have a good definition for 00 It meana different things to drfferent people ~eologic criteria le requared 

L.tt.e 1723 on page 33, mchinno Bayou. geologic criteria are not appropriate 
L.tt.r: 1723 On page 35, Segment 2, Nechee R z v e r .  geolqlrc le not an appropriate criteria eo use 
Latter. 1723 on page 38, Tarkington Bayou, geological sr-lterm are not appropriate here 
Letter. 1723 On page 39, geological criteria for Winters Bayou 1s rnappropriate I have seen e Canebrake Rattlesnake here you do Dot mentzon 

R.sp0n.e. Geologlc crlterie IS a required rating 

L-tt-r: 1723 on page 37, Henry Lake Branch, what does moderately scenic mean? There are large magnolias along this river and many scenic beaver dams 

Raapousa: Relatively speaking. low moderate and hrgh, Henry Lake Branch would be moderate 

L.tt.e: 1723 apparently not all segments were visited and given the m c c e  detailed acmnrty that the 11 segments that SPASU did This biases the review 

Responea: Some of the 26 rivers were eliminated from further study because of low flow rates, obetmotions such as culverts, reservmr influence or other 
effects that would Influence their elrgzbrlity 

Lettee: 1723 the PS talks about how the Canoe T r a i l  at Big slough Wilderness Area is difficult to canoe becauae of debrre that has fallen into the Water But 
there 1s no discussion that the PS can take hand toole into the Wildemess and keep the canoe trail open or have volunteere do this 
discussion of whether If the canoe trail i s  too difficult to keep open whether there should be a canoe trail at all 
maintenance an the lone Star Hiking Trail zn Little Lake Creek Wilderness Area then why cannot the eame be done for the canoe trail 

There la aleo no 
if the PS can allow txal 

Rempone.' Hiking Trarla m wilderness have been maintained by volunteera 
prohibitrvely expensive to provide salaried PS personnel to do this work 

There have been no volunteers for maintaming the canoe trail ~n wilderness It I B  

There are higher PrmrItIee With the limited funds & personnel 

Tnttar: 1723 I am concerned about greentree reservo~rs because they flood habitat that 18 wetlands and 18 a productive as It can be and cannot be improved 

R..pons.: Actually, the areas flooded may not technically be wetlands They will provide waterfowl habrtat for e 3 month period 
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- 30-5 BIS Appendix B 

L.tt.r: 1123 On page 25, httoyac River, define what 1s moderately scenic How did you determine this? What does susceptible to intensive trmber management 
practices mean? What does relatively navigable mean' 

Reapnse: Low, moderate, h high are relative tems that are w e d  along with professronal 2udgement 

L.tt.e' 1723 I am oppsed "manage the timber resource within this corridor to enhance values such as recreation and wildlife " This leaves things wide open for 
Cutting zn what must be a protected riparian area do not believe you can improve the habitat for wildlife and certainly not for recreation by 
C"ttl"9 

R..pon#.: Can not find statement referred to Plan 8, 10, 11, 12, 20, 41, and 42 indicate or specify 2uet the opposite 

T..u.: 30-6 EIS Appendix P 

L.tt.rl 1723 

L.tt.e: 1723 (pg 12) these are proposed regulatrons and have not been adopted 

ipg 10 Exhibit hl if you have to estimate the numbera and distribution of reproductive individuals and determine If they are well distnpted then you 
need to do more than momtor EOR 

This gives you eome ability to be innevative and do a really complete >ob 

R..pons.. Cammsnt noted 

L.tt.r: 1723 

Raspons.: Thra IS a TPWD decision 

ipg 111 you need to say that you are working to reintroduce the Louisiana Black Bear and Red Wolf 

We will work with TPWD zn any efforts to reintroduce extirpated species 

Lett-r: 1723 I have a real problem wxth the indicator sectLon On 11-18-94 at the Wilderness Conference m Santa Pe, NM Dave Graber said the key questions 
were, What do we measure? 
answered in thie section the only (thing) that le lrsted is Bxhibit E, a two page liet of Indicator species There IS zero drecuemion about 
what the Indicators are supposod to Indicate 

and what la the relationship between the indicator and what It LB eupposed to indicate? These questions have not been 

R..pons.. Many concem~ have been addressed in the revised MI Tables The MI procees identifies the stepa & rational for MI development All MI'B are keyed to a 
specific habitat group or seral stage as sxplained m the Appendix 

L.tt.r. 1723 (pg 31 you list that population trends of management mdicators but then you do not even eay that you will be able to detennine the population 
monitored vra element of occurrence This lust tells you whether you found 

It does not tell you what the population of the species i s  or what the trends of that population IS or what the 
levels of species or even tq. 
a certain species in a certain area 
relationships to habitat changes are 
Exhibit B - there 18 no real discussion of specifically what crztena w e r e  ueed to pick MI other endangered 

In exhibit B you list a lot of species 

you have a maltoring situation that violates the BS o m  federsll regulations of what you must do 
L.tt.e: 1723 

R..ponm.. The procese record for MI are extensive The Appendix explains the steps 61 direction for MI, but records of the many meetings & coordination With 
Federal, State, University & other profeeaionals are on file & may be viewed at the S 0 

L.tt.e: 1123 ipg 3) you also call for flex%bbrlrty in monitormg but what you really need IS a apacific protocol for monitoring 
catch downward or upward trends m populatrona 
are guaranteeing that you will not be able to tell how p-pulatione are really doing with the proposed system 

This protocol must be able to 
Habitat conditions 18 t W  nebulous SL term to use to be able to tell how a species 18 doing You 
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Ism".. 30-6 EIS Eppendlx F 

Rwponee. Monitoring elements are explained in the Plan, chapter V The degree of monrtoring la based on use, T&B species receive more Intensive activity while 
more common species reoerved extensive mantoring action 

Lettal': 1723 (pg 4) you did not invite the public to give input as to what species they would like to see monitored 
species were chosen Therefore your reasoning for your choices are not clear 

You give no explanation as to why certain 

Ra~pons.: Public comments & proposals related to MI have been solicited, received, h utilized in the planning revision process since 1990 

Lettar: 1723 (pg 8)  It appears as If you are rgnorlng state llsted speclee and also Texas oqanlzation for Enhgered Speclea listed speclee 

Rcmpons.. All state listed species were evaluated during the MI pl~)cess 

Lettar: 1723 (2621 1 # 5 )  I do not see where this has been done and documented You need to include boundarree Will these be largger than compartments or the 
same and If the same why so? 

Response: See steps 1-4 of the MI selection procesa, App F 

L.tt.r. 1723 (2621 3 #1) Has this been done? You need to explain how you did this and why you chose the boundaries you did 

R.Bp0n.e. See EIS App B 

Latter: 1723 (2621 3 #3)  I do not see this addressed for indicator species 

Reeponse: This information IS In the computer analysia of the Alternatives h was utilized to describe effects ~n BIS, Chapter I11 

&attar 1723 (2621 4) where are the habitat components required by the MI and the mitlgatlon measures needed to protect the MI from plan activities? 

Eespons. See revised MI table 

L-tter 1723 (2523 #1) I call this the carrying capac~ty Where are these figurea I see some population figures under Exhibit E but no d18cUsBmn on how they 
were derived and whether they are sufficient to astablish well drstrrbuted populations 

~asponse Habitat capability 61 carrying capacity are 2 different concepts Plan App F describes the process, details are found within the MI process record 

Lettax: 1723 (pg 38-39] the Bay Shrub wetlands IS not >"at found as an Inclusion in LLP areas I have found them 10 the San Jacinto RD zn compartment 90 
There are zero LLP In these areas The reality IS again that BoR cannot tell you viability, population estimates or even distribution figures 

Rsaponee: The MI identification of baygalls wile not developed to exclude thia from areas other than Longleaf-Little Blustem landscapes, but rather a way to 
indicate their importance as a microsite within that landscape 

T s ~ u e :  30-7 EIS Appendlx 0 

Letter 1723 I am concerned that area# that qualify for RNA were turned down 

~esponsr. All areas recommended for RNA status by the review committee have been aeaigned to MA-8% Reeearch Natural Area8, ~n this revision 

L-ttee. 1723 (pg 13 & 15) remove ATV uee from Boykin Springs and Trout Creek These are incompatible w e e  that destroy leeources 
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- 1.ssu.' 30-7 XIS ?+ppendix 0 

Response. The statements you refer to are statements of fact ATV use does occur in these areas 

- I..".. 30-8 BIS Appendix H 

L.tt.r 1723 (pg 2 )  Quarteman and Keever also found that the climax for the Southem Region, which Includes most of the Texas NP's was Smuthem Mixed Hardwood 
Forests Mlxed hardwoods are the 
dominant species ... yo u are proposing 
to 

The names that you are gLving here to varioue plant communities denote mostly subclimax or disclimax eomunltles 
In the Van Lear and Jones paper theae are called hardwood a t e  typea versus managementleuccessional types 

manage for earlier succeesional types at the expense of later successional types which are more hardwood domznated 

Rempons.: Comment noted 

L.tt.r. 1723 lpg 3 )  I could not find she cztation of Walker and BElker I" the bibliography at the back of App 
historzcal vegetation using old land euneys and other methods be done as soon a8 possible and ~n the interim decisions are not made which make 
commitments that contradict and keep the results of the vegetatxve reemstmction from being implemented when flnalvzed 

H It i s  also important that the reconstruction of 

RaSpnS. 

L.tt.r: 1723 

Appendrx H has been ed%ted e Issues corrected 

lpg 9)  there IS no discussion Of other dLstuxbance8 other than SPB and what amount of acres they affected and still do affect Texas NP's An average 
amount of NP land affected by each type of disturbance needs to be grven for each average year This then puts natural disturbance factor8 and their 
overall importance into context 

R.spons. See BIS, chapter 111 for added dLscuesion of disturbance factors 

L.tt.r': 1723 lpg 35) you under estimate the 00 age of Loblolly Pines and hardwoods ~n the Loblolly-oak Series 
get up to 250-300 years In age I have never heard of an Upland Dry-Mesic Forest You cannot combine two different moisture types which le what you 
have done by combrning dry wxth mesic, which denotes intermediate moieture content 

As mentioned before i n  these comments Loblollies can 

R.spo~B.. Thls description 1s based on a national effort coordinated by TNC, 
habitat stadpomt D r y  h Xerio & me81c have been separated within habitat groupm for the mgmt mdicators 

the combmation of theae Cypes ldentlfies the similarity of the 2 typa from a 

- 30-9 BIS Appendix I 

1.mm: 30-10 BIS Appendzx J 

I#sY.. 40-1 Plan Appendix A 

L.tt.e. 1723 (pg 2 6 )  I am concerned about too litcle sampling being done to verify the tentative models 
Appendix-k page 218 



- Issue: 40-1 Plan Appendlx A 

Letter: 1723 It seems like what you are advocating wzth the ECS and the App 
scientifically this 1s okay 

H & I IS e method for allawmg and Juetifyzng type conversion so you can say that 
I do not favor type conversion that leads away from the vegetation type that would normally dominate the site 

Re@pone.: Comment noted 

Lettmr: 1723 (pg 1) the discussion of EM is so general that the present forest plan could be argued to adhere to thio the Regronal Ecosyetem Classifreation 
there has been no formal Team apparently has not finished the Ecological Classification Mapprng and Inventoly syetem 

public input period 
(pg 3) what additional mformatlon IS needed on Texaa NFs7 How 18 It expected to hslp modify the Bcs a8 presently envisioned* When will the public get 
a chance to have Input and review for this system, the system set out In this appendix has no inolusions polzcy I am opposed to leaving to 
diatrlots m the landtype and landtype phase unit the responsibility for determining what 2s an rnclusim 
wlth land Unite mu& be checked by the Ps for accuxacy With help for TPWD, USFWS, and the interested public 

Or has It? This not clear? 
What will be done i n  the interim to ensure that commitments that violate the new system are not made7 

L.tt.e: 1723 

The map of each ecological land landscape 

~.sponsm: BCS IS a continually developing & improvement effort as more information 1s gamed, clearer identifrcstmn of ECS components will be described 
Numerous state, federal, and univerezty personnel. as well as organizations and individuals have provided mformatlon Your znput le also welcome 

southwestern Gulf Flatwoods Subsection, why are L.tt.r 

L.tt.= 1723 (pg 13-20] 

Iattet. 1723 (pg 21-22) you keep saying southwestern Loblolly-Hardwood Subsection but this 1s not listed on page 11 Why7 
Lett-r: 1723 

Letter. 1723 Table 3, the fire frequency 1s not given with yeare of fire 

1723 (pg 71 you ignore the sari Jilcinto River's influence ~n the san Jacmto RD and Raven Ro of the SHNR 
there no numbers for precipitation 

Magnolia Series lives ~n sandy Uplands This should be determinable When will you do this' 

, 
not explain the words and phrases used 

why do you plan to manage these areas with fire frequencies 2-5 or 3-5 years on the uplands which is a frequent occurrence and not very infrequent 
lrke the table says 

If you have several LTA's that cross NP's hbw will you ensure that they are managed consistentlyo why do you not know if the Sweetbay 

Table 2. how can a landtype, which IB supposed to be larger than a landtype phase be emaller aa show under the Map scale/srze l m e ?  Also you do 
Please place a legend here 80 I can frgure this table out 

it seems to me that the Big Thicket and san Jacinto should be very low and rf BO 

Reepolles. The table has beem corrected. 

Lettee 1723 (pg 22) 
this compartment due to poor drainage and hardwood Competition You need to make this adJuetment so yau do not try to grow something where It does not 
belong 

san Jscinto Flatwoods The hardwoods here are very aggressive due to the moisture and soil conditions LLP x do not believe can make i t  ~n 

Responsa. These decisions will be made on a site spesrfic baais 

Letter 1723 (pg 24) under ~ i i g  Thicket LTA you ignore hardwoods exist along creeks and alopea xn v e r y  recognizable Communities You need to list these as plant 
communities tool 

~ e ~ p o n e e .  These are small components that will be described at the Landtype phasa 

40-2 Plan Appendix B 
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a 40-2 Plan Appendix B 

Lmttar: 1723 (pg 2) you need a map to show where roads are, which will be reconstructed, what 1s  their class now, which Ranger District they are In, what IS the 
mileage and surface, what are the road speeds. et= In other words you need to show the cumulative Impacts now 

R.spone.: Accees needs for any gzven area are baaed on a site-specifrc analyeis taking into account a variety of resource needs, constraints, and environmental 
factors as outlined m the SGG for the appropriate MAS TSL, reconatructron needs, mitigating measures, and l-catione for all transportation 
facilities are determined at that time Most reconstruction work will involve mmox reconstruction as defined m BIS Chapter 111. Part II(a1, 
Utilizing exzstlng routes with Forest-wide S f f i  applied to minimize effects on the resouraee 

- Iasu.: 40-3 Plan Appendix C 

I.tt.=: 1723 (Pg 2, 1 ) compartments amst not be the N t t m g  planning unit These are not ~cologlcally based Watereheds should be the planning unit 

ReepOnS. Ecological land type wa8 the break for hvLs 1 and 2 
(eetrmatlon are within +5%) 

The compartment boundaries were used as an approximate boundary for purposes of modeling 
Site specific boundary will be determined on site during prolect implementation 

L.tt.ri 1723 (stage 3, 2 ) you do not protect all areas that are sensitive 

R.sp0n.a. All areas that are not suitable for timber management have been excluded from MAs 1 and 2 S&G will be used to Insure protections of resomces such 
as MA-1-16, MA-1-62. MA-1-78. MA-2-16, MA-2-62 and MA-2-78 

Latter. 1723 (stage 3, 3 ) I am not m favor of thinning hardwoods Since you will destroy many by salvage 

R.epons.: Hardwood thinning m MA-2 1s for purpose of RCW management. see MA-2-156, MA-2-157, MA-2-158, and MA-2-159 Also, m treatment for SPB, hardwoods may 
be Cut, see PW-074 

Latter: 1723 (4 , Table 1) where are the physically unsuitable acres You do not have a map to identify them on the NP they exist on The same holds for 5 , 
irreversible damage likely and not reetockable Within 5 yrs Where are these? 

Raspone.: Lands physically unsuitable for timber produstran are on the Sam Houston NP. wzthin compartments 46 G 48, along Bast Sandy River Existing stands are 
hardwood Note, should be 203-13, not 213-3 

Latt-r: 1723 (Table 51 bottomland area should not be grazed and should be put under 3 Land Withdrawn from Forage Production 

Ranpons. Hietoneally, grazing has been important to the area, but demand for grazing 18 decreasing See Plan, Chapter 11, MIX of Goods and Service Issue 
Range Therefore, With the demand decreasing, the amount of bottomland acrea used for grazmg will become minimal on the forest Most of the 
bottomland acre8 for the preferred alternative are within MA-4 
controlled or excluded %f evrdence of degradation occure Also. Within MA-4, there will be no supplemental livestock feeding nor salt/mlneral blocks 

emphasize MA-4-38353 acres-areil closely monLtored and restricted If evidence of degradation occurs MAT-5525 acres-grazing discouraged MA-8-3497 
acres-not suitable. MA-9-696 acres-not suitable MA-10-206 acres-not suitable 

Monltor=ng of the livestock grazing will take place and the cattle will be reetrxcted, 

Bottomland acre= by management area MA-1-6028 acres-grarmg permitted, but with de-emphasize MA-2-7520 acres-grazing permrtted, but with de- 

L.tt.r. 1723 (Table 6 )  you plan to Cut up SHNP the most It appears as If you wlll cut too much bottom and p-tential 00 with this proposal 

R.spons.: only 13,548 acres of bottomland are within MA 1 and 2, therefore on a 120 year planned rotation, this will be a little more than 100 acres a year NP 
wide 
being approximately the same for the D a w  Crockett, sabine and Sam Houston NPs, how did you Calculate that the Sam Houston NP will be Cut up the most7 

Of this total, only 3989 acres are on the sam Houston, therefore lese than 35 acres are estimated to be cut each annually Also. With acres 
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- Ism.: 40-4 Plan Appendix D 

Lettar. 1723 you need to list and protest the Texas Organization for Bndangered Species listed species On page 3 the PS needs to work on documenting the 
Southeastern Myotls 
NF 

the Canebrake Rattlesnake ought to be more than a Watch species 
You also need to include Southern Cranefly, Green R e m ,  and Southern Twayblade Orchids becauae they are adversely impactd by trmbermg activltlea 

On page 4 Noddmg Nixie has been found on the Sam Houston 

R.spons.: State & Pederal zgencres, vnrverslty and USP resource personnel, as well a8 publ1.c comments were used ID developing this list It will be updated on 
a t  least an annual basla Your mput IS epprwrated 

I..".: 40-5 Plan Appendix B 

L.tt.e: 1723 (w 3) I am totally agarnet adding 200 more miles of ORV trail to SHNF 
law enforcement and personnel to adequately police the area for vmlatmns 

The present tralls are not up to trail standard and the PS does not have the 

R..pons.: Comment noted 

1723 (pg 4) I am against tha upgrading of all forest roads 

1723 lpg 1) 

You need to close roads and not add more and rmprove them In addleion you need to do an BIS 
on the propoeal to designate and upgrade the roads on pages 4-5 as Poreet Hlghwaye. 

maintained to standards? What about the loss of solitude and quiet? Where 1s carrying capacity, 

What wlll be the Impacte M wildlife and the enw-ment? 
prolested demand should not play a role It must be need and environmental damage and what has occurred In the past Can the area be 

R.epons. All USPS pm3eete are evaluated on a eite specific basis to include impact assessment on the human environment 

Lettar 1723 lpg 2 )  
of the RCW colony there I also oppose Tarkington Bayou because the isolation and solitude and quiet of this plaoe will be destroyed by a developed 
campground here 

I oppose Kelly Campground COnBtTUCtlon because you cannot control ORV use and It has been severely abused already I opposed Cagle because 

why IS the Mne Star Hiking Trail grven only a medium rating and priorrty? 

Re.pons* These rankrngs were based on a number of factors that CM be reviewed m the LMP process record 

40-6  P l a n  Appendix P 

L.tt.r. 1723 PW-185 refer(8) to Appendix P but then you do not explain what the soil compaction limits mean and how they were derived the limits are not moil 
or NP specific 

~.npone. The standard has been clarified 
material m the SO 

The tables lxsted are based on significant research h process record mformatmn, you are welcome to review this 

40-7 Plan Appendix 0 

L.tt.r: 1723 2f. I do not accept the medium rating because ORV trails are still emding and et111 not up to trail standards 
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- 1esu.. 40-7 Plan Appendix G 

Lett**. 1723 It Beems to me that you admit that BM cannot be adequately monitored via 49, lb, IC, and 3a With the ratings that are given F o r  EM to work the 

Lett.=: 1723 Zd, unacceptable conflrcts, your monitoring re pathetic Most people do not Wzte They leave an area and do not come back when there 1s a 

L-tt-t 1723 4c I doubt you will have the high precision and reliability that IS stated to tell about speclee diversity since there are not enough biologists to 

L.tt.r: 1723 49 It re womisome that you have such low precision and relrability to tell If fire i s  improving the ecosyetem 
Lett.=: 1723 

whole plan depends on the colume to all be filled out and be accurate 

Conflict Your whole proposal here does not make senme 

do thie monitoring 

5d a statewide mcnitonng network will not tell you If arr meets NAAQS ~n the NF's You need monxtonng In the forest It 1s also of concern 
that you have a low presIsIon and reliability of telling If ozone is hurting vegetation This IS not acceptable 

R.SDonS. Comment noted 

L.tt.r. 1723 many times there are no real measurements or the measuxements are too general (Appendix G lb, IC, 3a. 31, 49. and 5d) 
Latter: 1723 4a what IS the difference between moderate and medium, 
L-ttar: 1723 
L.tt.z: 1723 5a who Wlll sample for water quality? 

4b the precision and rellabrlity is low to detemme If hunting hurts nongame speclee HOW can you do better, 

R.spona.: The M&E table has been changed to reflect this 

L.tt.t. 1723 3c. what kind of sample surveys will you perform, 

Rampone.: Acres of Ecosystem restored through landscape level (GAP) type analys~s & specres svweye on the site 

L-ttar: 1723 la) there are no criteria Whys 

R-spons. This table has been corrected to reflect your concem 

1.S". 40-8 Plan Appendix H 

Issua: 99 Other 

Lath=: 1437 =e president of the SJCFL?., I would like to inform you that myself, along with the other officers and directors have reviewed M r  Vann'a [letter 
+I17671 lettei and we do agree with and support hie concerns and recommendations set forth ~n the letter Please give these matters additional 
consideration in your revision of the management plan 

R.mpone.: comment noted 
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__ 1S.U.. 99 Other 

Lett.=: 75 We must protect our natural resources for our children and t h e n  children 
L.tt.r: 79 We need to save what IS left for the future with cautmus management 

R.rpon..: Tree-, like all living things, do not lrve forever When a stand ia regenerated new eeedlings can become establzshed and the baby trees hegm the 
1990 cycle Over agarn 

will be 60 years old Im 2050,  and etc 
the FBI9 are at sustainable levels that do not imparr the long t e m  productzvlty of the land In accordance wlth Sectron 6 ( 3 ) ( ~ )  of the RPA of 1974 as 
amended. 

Trees planted In 1920 are now 60 years old, stands regenerated in 1950 wrll be 60 years old zn 2010,  stands regenerated 
Regeneration ensures today's forest8 will be here tomorrow All timber harvest levels ~n the alternatives of 

L.tt.t: 69 I would lrke to see M annual statement of the percentage of NP land in Texas that has been converted to even-age prne plantation 

Il..pon..' Approximately 22.000 acres of already existing even-aged pxne stands have been regenerated since 1987 However, there have been no conversmna to 
even-=gad prne stands during that perrod nor are there any planned Ln thia rev18~on 

1m.U.. 99-1  

L.tt.e: 
L.tt.Z. 

L.tt.Zi 
L.tt.I. 

- 

L.tt.r: 
I..tt.r. 

I8.tt.X-i 

L.tt.rl 
r6.tt.r: 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.r: 
Latter: 
L.tt.r: 
I..tt.r': 
l4e.tt.r: 
L.tter. 
L.tt.r. 

4 
118 

1 5 1  
2 2 1  

2 3 1  
259 

319  

389 
565 

1165 
1636 
1660 
1663 
1670 
1670 
1670 
1 7 8 1  

Not %n the scope of the Plan 

Our state forests are what make our lands so naturally fulfilled 
Salvage cutting zn Wilderness Areas effected by the southern pine beetle will not achieve Charles wilaon's "expressed" goal of protectmg nearby 
private tlmber 
mtll we get a handle on over population, every effort must be made to protect our natural re~ou~ces 
Recent frenzied deforestation of second growth mixed forest in one of the small NPS compartments near my home has had a devaeeatnlg impact on 
creatur*s that once lived there now all destroyed by an insane system of subeidlaed and ~nstltutionalized deforestation, partly supported by 
banks, Congreaa, law enforcement, and univerelt~es 
The Ps couldn't manage a 1/2 acre watermelon patch 
The PS as a whole has done a dismal 3-b of managing our country's forests - redwoods harvested for a bunch of stupid picnio tables h w w d  for Japan' 

Like you and other timber product users I consume my share 
garbage everyday so that fewer trees can be cut 
I hope you drive south from Kountze to Beaumont and >"at see how many trees have been cut - It's a SHAllBl Where are OUT birds going to nest? 
Help us protect our environment Things that are done to damage It can seldom be undone 
I encourage any effort whish axme to reduce our rehance on forest produats 
If GIfford Pinshot were alrve today he would probably be laughvng and crying at the same time over the effort you are havlng to put i n k  planning 
Can we please 3ust us* common sense here? Protect this Barth - It's the only one we've got' 
I live next to NP lend and would like to see as much as possible that the land be left wild 
Internal paperwork and mailings should be on double-sided copies 
The dishonesty of the USPS 18 appallmg 
sell the National Forests--but not the wllderneas--to private companies and we can all find something else to do 
we, my family, o m  timber land in Lou181ana. where we take great care of the environment 
the nation - especially as an example to the private eector 

wild 

future generations will be denied the benefits of so much because of the current slant toward the busmess interests 
I am wrllmg, however, to buy w e d  furniture, recycled paper products and to maparate my 

surely, such care should also be taken by land belonging to 

R-sponsr: comment noted 

L.tt.r: 2 8 0  please do not destroy my children's heritage Leave nature alone 
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PLAN AND BIS COMLBNTS 
Commente by 1.s~. and Response 

Iaeu.: 99-1 Not in the Scope of the Plan 

Lettar 1138 Pleaae make an effort to save the forest for my daughter and her generation 
Lettar. 1143 It IS Important to Conserve OIU- natural resources. 

R-Bpon... See BIS appendix B for constraints used with all alternatives These constraints Insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do 
not impair the long term productivity of the land Thia ze m accordance with Section 4 of the MUSYA of 1960 

Letter. 624 Tourism m NP lands la increaeing 
corporations) 

I'm sure the Comun~tLes In the area will benefrt p s t  as much by protecting our resource (not logging 

R.spon..: The PS strives to maintain NFGT benefiting all mankmd Touriete come to the NPGT for many reasons - camping, swmmlng, boatmg, hrkmg, fishmg, 
The BIS and Plan look at these areas and, while not addressing tourists directly, attempts to provide NFGT everyone can hunting or lust to relax 

eniw 

L.tt.e: 

Latter. 

862 

1329 

It IS time we stopped giving away our natural resourcee without protection for wildlife and plant communities 
destroy our environment to get the commodities we want 
I don't understand the forest services catering primarily to the g r e e d y  Interests of lumber people and not preserving our heritage with thoughtful and 
careful management 

It IS not our right as human beings to 

x..pans.: Timber sales are a "tool" used to protect, perpetuate, and improve our NF resources Trees are harvested for many reaeone to create, maintain or 
improve the health of timber stands, to create, maintain. or improve desrrable wildlife habitat, to prevent or control the infestation of Insects, 
dimease, windstorms, and fire, and for other reasons For example, timber sales are ueed to improve the habitat of the RCW Using timber sales, tens 
of thousands of acres of the habrtat have been thinned to be more desrrable and some of the monies from the timber sake receipts were used to further 
improve the hditat by controlling undeaireable mid-story vegetation, by installing artificial cavities m trees, etc 
CQst" timber sals program our comprehensive accounting records show the N e w  have not had a "below coat" timber sale program since we started 
keeping such records 
ssllea and all the other Costs assnciated wxth timber ealee 
rmllion 

The NPGT do not have a "below 

In PY 1994, the NPGT recerved more than $15 million in revenue from tlmber sales, and 3ust spent about $ 5  million on timber 
The net revenue to the u s Government from the timber sale program was about $10 

The timber sale program on the NPGT generated about $2 86 for every $1 00 of tax dollars spent during the PY 

Latter: 1310 Roads are ubiquitous on private lands, ~n Cities, zn mral areas, everywhere Public lands are the one place where It IS possible to not have BO many 
roads It makes no sense to honeycomb public lands with roads also 

R.sponm. With State, County. and Ps routes, a transportation system 18 m place that meets access needs into most areas of the Forest This system will, 
however, require some remnstmction to meet expected use needs with the maionty of the recanstmetion involving minor work as defined in BIS Chapter 
TIT. Part IIbI Utilizing existrng routes The PS road system must meet not only the access needs for resource production, but must also provide 
accese for a wide variety of other uses and needs including recreation, mineral exploration, special uses as well a8 taking into consideration the 
mobility needs of people with disabilities 

L.tt.e. 1167 I urge that the NPLGs i n  Tx be desrgnated as a National Natural Preserve and Wildernees, and with NO development activities, NO logglng and roads. 

Lett.=. 1181 phrloeophy of the WSPS IS long overdue m changing from that of a bueinees in which the great American diety, MONEY, is worshipped to a philoeophy 

Lathe: 
L.tt.r: 
L.tt.e: 1310 Reduce the bureaucracy and the budgets for all t h e e  areas (grazing, wildlife, campgrounds, timber) Increase the budget for law enforcement and land 

L.tt.e 1310 

with the Preserve to include 2,094,750 acres and the Wilderness to include 837,900 acres 

of gratitude, honor 61 respect, love for what nature put here 
The PS should request to the Congrese that the method of payments to looal Counties and schools be changed 
PS payments to cmnties and schools should be based on acreage, not on income 

acquisition Save the taxpayers a few million dollars a year 

cooperating 

1310 
1310 

tried to help get appropnationa under the Land and Water Conservation Fund for certain land acquisitions Congress lust doesn't seen to be 
It should be possible to shuttle eome money from other budgets to get the parcels Identified as of highest priority 
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Lett.e. 1 6 1 1  I propoae 1 )  the USPS support repeal of the KV Act In lieu of the act's all sales of tmber from NP be ceased 2 )  That each USPS unit be totally 
funded by line item wrth no funds coming from local sales, or operation or  management of the NP 3 )  That all sales, concessione, use fees, etc , on 
NP lande go directly into the general federal treasury 

the research drvrsron of the USPS 
fuel expenses should be purchased outside of the county to avoid any dependence by the community an cuttrng activity on the NP 
be reviewed for possible conflicts of Interest with relationships with local timber companies and przvate bueineeses who currently do buaineaa with 
the Service 

L.tt.r. 1 6 1 1  I propose that 1 ) n o  tree re cut for the purpose of profit for anyone on NP lands Trees Cut for beetle control, thmnmg, fire control, or other 
scientific purposes be used aolely for the use of the PS for building, construction, erosion control, or other non-fund enhancement use 2 )  That a 
specral oommrttee that rncludes repreaentatlvee from the research branch of the PS be empaneled prior to the cutting of any tree on the NP, to approve 
the final cutting and tree d18pos1tIm plan Coneideration should be given to inclusion of non-forest ~e- i ce  and "on-timber industry persons from 
the sommlty that can help the PS mve from the "crop" approach to the "muaeum" approach Perhaps a museum curator might be e good choice 3 )  That 
bio-diversity be the order of the day 

Each NP would stand alone with respect to funding 
Lattae: 1611  I propose that 1 )  all cutting, hauling, tnmmlng, salvage, etc done for ecientlflc reaaona be done eolely by NF employees and With the oversight of 

men That there be no Contracts with local providers that would profit directly from timber management decisions 
2 )  That all BS staff 

R..pn..: Comment noted, though this IS really a COngTeBQiOnill-mterest item 

Latt-r. 194 I think that fund sharing to the county, schools etc should be on an aoreage or some other method, possibly including re80urces from user fees eta 
as long as fund sharing 18 from commodity production only, forest resources will (be) over utilized 

R.epons.: 

Payments to countlee are based on the revenue from each Poreat 
specific county land 

Revenue payments to each county are based on the percent of the Porest occupy~ng a 
Any other means needs congressional action 

L.tt.r: 2 2 1  when the NPS acquired east Texas land there W e r e  a few acres of original Big Thicket wilderness left that they could have saved for future generations 
but chose not to 

Raspon..; The Big Thicket IS park of the NPS The NPGT 1s not involved with managanent of Park Service lands 

187 

240 
266 
318 
563 
594 
653 
844 
845 
852 
853 
884 

L501 

AS I sit here reading the infomation provrded to me by the Sierra Club, I wonder about the future I ' m  sure you not interested in the musmgs/ 
thoughts of a 35 year old Mom But, I'd lrke you to consider that all the actions you take. specifically In this land management and generally. in 
whac the u s 
thmk of how our choices will relate zn the long terms W e  need to think about the future, what will be left for our children 
can't anyone see what our prize forests will look like say hundred years from now 
please allow the "National Wood Pam" to become a "National Poreat" ~ n c e  again 

citizens of Texas CARE about our natural resources 
please help us use our re~ourcee wieely This 1s so important for  our children's sake 
we have 80 little untouched wilderness left please do your best to protect all of our natural resources 

government citizens do greatly effect what will occur m the future and globally TOO often we react in the short term rather than 

A f e w  lobe and money can never replace these National Poreat 

They belong to "8  and not only those who stand to proflt from them 

too much emphasis on today's conBumption and too lrttle on saving for tomorrow's citizens 
please consider our future generations 

The public derives its value of the land when 1t 18 left alone 
It,* extremely important m 
If the earth continues to be destroyed we will look like Mars 

MY husband, three sons, and I are all avid bird-watchers, hikers, hunters, and native Texans We look forward to many years Of enioyment in Texas' 
forests 

day h age that we provide good stewardshrp 

irreversible damage has been done we have to begin to reepect the finite resources God has blessed us with, TODAY 

Please help protest them for us and for those to come 
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Raspon..: Trees, like all lrving things. do not live forever When a atand IS regenerated new seedlings can become established and the baby trees begin the 
Trees planted in 1920 are now 60 years old, stands regenerated in 1950 will be 60 years old in 2010, stands regenerated m 1990 cycle over again 

w ~ l l  be 6 0  years old zn 2050. and etc 
the PEIS are at sustainable levels that do not impair the long term productivity of the land In accordance with Section 6 I 3 ) ( E )  of the RPA of 1974 as 
amended 

Regeneration eneuree taday'a forests w ~ l l  be here tomorrow All timber harvest levele m the alternatives of 

70 
74 
90 
95 
iai 

l a &  
198 
225 
249 
328 

333 

360 
5 6 9  

572 

841 
a46 

a50 

982 
Loa0 
1089 

847 

956 

our national forests. deserve preservation 

I do not believe that timber cutting should be allowed ~n National Forests 
I think there should be no cutting m ehe National Forests 
I would prefer even more stringent protection of the ecosystems effected, 
always come away understanding the precmue nature of these areas 
Cherish or perish 
We need to etart savrng the land and trees to have new National Park, State Park w Natural b e a s  
If we can't have beauty and peace and quiet In a park, then we should 91." them all to the greedy Big Money Guys 
As a long time resident of East Texas I grew to appreciate these forests and feel strongly that no trees ehould be cut m our NFe 
I am totally depressed and angered by the deetmctlm of OUT natmnill forest Please do something to stop the desecration of our national 

Commodity production la an out-dated practice Public lands should be managed for recreational and aesthetic benefits 

where ever I go I try to viait the natural parks & preserves and I 

Please help us In thL8 process of individual and collective responsibility 

re*OUrCeS 
so muoh of Texas, mast beautiful lands are et211 zn private hands so the precious few public lands we have must be protected When I see the 

unneceseary wholesale Cutting m the forests, It makes me feel that we are regressing 
It's time to start managing our NP as true forest and not special mterest tree farms 
The USPS should protect at aL1 costs. our natural envlronment which, If not preserved NOW will continue to deteriorate untll there 18 nothing left 
to protect 
We need to protect the wildhfe keep the streams clean and make It where all ages of people can en3-y campmg, back packing or lust settmg and 
en30ymng the beauty 

I" our understanding of ecosystems 

need our help in preserving the land and Its wildlife 
help UQ preserve what we've got now 

Pleeae be a responsible supervisor and g m d  steward of the land 
I personally believe that NPa ahould not be used for timber harvest at all - chere'e plenty timber company private land for that 
We must do everything possible to preserve the beauty of our state 
I oppose any timber cutting I n  our National Forests 
Multiple uses such a# harvesting and recreslLion have a place, but only secondarily to preservation 
In mv onmion NO cuttincr should be allowed for commercial UBB In our NPsl . .  - 

1113 I've always felt that the FS was implemented to "protect" this reeouree, not to capitalize on it 
1265 
1357 
1506 

now is the time for emphasis to shift from revenue productron to protection 
I know what a valuable resource the foreat are ~n Texas 
Why 18 it I have to Write 80 many of these letters, OVTPAGBD that the people that we entrust to make the nght decisions, seem to ignore what la self 
evidently the RIGHT declsron 6 pureue a path that prospers a few corporations 
children, I don't want to take my kids to ~ e e  51 TRBB FARM, where once there was a forest 

a forest service If the current practices ere causing biodrversity loss, 

forest 
There le llttle ~n the way of natural recreational opportunrty m Houston except for the nearby forests 
I live and own land in a county where we have seen huge sections of forest developed by get-rlch-quck realty schemes 
emphasis on harvesting, rather than protecting the few parcels of protected (so-called) land left - called our Natlonal Forests and Grasslands 

I would hate to see them or any forest damaged anymore than they already have been 

lookout for the beet Interest of the forest' F o r  UB & our 

1616 It 18 time to redefine the reason for being for the Forest Service 

1669 We need a change m Poreet Management If I ' m  not mistaken, the tax payers pay you peoples salary So act like you're supposed to & protect the 

1726 
1749 

If not then change the name to National Timber Management Service How can It be 
soil ero81on and water pollution In our National Forests In Texas? 

They should be preservedl 
I am really fed up with the 
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R.spona.: One of the purpeaes of the PS is to supply timber 
rscreation, range, timber, minerals. watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic values without impairment of the 
productivity of the land National park8 and monuments were created to preserve There 18 no commodity production m a 
National Park The NPGT are part of the PS, not the NPS 

NF are managed for renewable and non-renewable reBourses whreh include '' but not limited to 

"(PLPMA Section 103 (e)) 

Latter: 
Latter: 

Latter: 

106 
532 

1579 

Let'8 remember that we're a first world country-and first world countries don't export raw products 
I obJect to the present ehrpment of our natural beauty to be cut and shipped to Japan for homes to a civilization that has in the past caused 
bloodshed and the present trade deficit 
And quit furnishing them (timber) to foreign sountrres - I don't understand the economxs of "trade" BO say to heck with sending our trees out of the 
country 

R.spons.: W e  are unaware of any unprocessed loge from the NPGT berng exported 

Latter: 156 I have Been the timber cutting and hauling m the mountains of New Mexico, north of Taoa zn dead winter PS gradere and bulldozers were keeping forest 
roads open losing money by eelling our asaete This happens here m Texas also 

R..pon..: our comprehensive accounting records show the NFGT have not had a ,'below coet" timber sale program since we started keeping such recorda In PY 1994, 
the NPGT received more than $15 mlllmn 1" revenue from timber sales, just spent &ut $5 million on tmber sale- and all the other costs aeeociated 
with timber sales The net revenue to the us Government from the timber sale program was about $10 mrllron The trmber sale program on the NPGT 
generated about $2 86 for every $1 00 of tax dollars spent durlng the PY 

Lettar: 192 Please thi& of our MILDRBN'S future - we need to protect our resouroes and use them carefully 
Lettar: 256 I wieh to be able to continue to en]oy our NPs and hope that future generations may do so 

Reepons.: NFs are managed m accordance with MUSYA principles Appendix B of the EIS details the analysis for the timber harvest levels for each alternative 

Lettar: 1679 The Draft FP &ea not addresa grazing fees ratea Rates should be set comparable to fees on private land 

R.Bponma: Congress controls grarlng fees 

L&t.r': 335 I want ta thank you for getting things started and on the road to open dialogue It appears we finally are getting someone to lrsten to the varied 

Now don't get all swell headed, we are not an the same page yet, but W e  are at least In the 
needs of usere and then try to accommodate all of our varied interests and still maintain some form of sanity m the UtiliZatiOn of our heritage I am 
faking this couple of minutes to tell you guys THiWKS 
same song book Please let your subordinates know that I appreciate thair efforts Keep up the good work 

R.apons- The IDT appreclates your support 

Lettee: 1125 Under no circumstances will I ever vote for a candidate or an administrative agency promoting clearcuttrng of NP lands 

~enpons.. Recent d1recti-n from the chief limited clearcutting on NPS lands to areas where it 18 essential to meet PP ob]ectivee and where particular 
cvxummtances require It 
site-specific basis 

The selected alternative incorporates this direction while providing that regeneratLon cutting methods be determined on a 

L.ttae: 1266 There le very little public lands ~n Texas 

Lettar; 

We believe these lands were set aside as Natronal public lands to ineure intact forested ecosystem 
remain 
Somewhere and now we must begin proper management for the benefit of future generations 
Now IS the time to begin saving the balance thru proper management 

1302 In 200 years we have destroyed 50% of our rural envlranment 
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T..U.: 99-1 Not Ln the Scope of the Plan 

R.sponm.: NFB are managed for renewable and nonrenewable re~ources which include "but not limited to recreation, range, timber, mmerals, watershed, wrldlife 
and fish, and natural scenic, scientiflC, and historic values mthout Impairment of the produftrvity of the land m accordance with FLPMA 
Sectlo" 103 IC) 

L.tt.e: 1658 At one time I knew & enpyed & loved that forest (Sam Houston NF) & all the others very much 
plantation, following the footstep of the timber company treatment of t h e m  land, 18 pretty sick 
foreete 

However the way you have changed It to a near pins 
I am against any timber cuttmg in our national 

Reapon..: The NFT does not manage for pine mOnocUltureQ but for longleaf pine. xeric and dry-mesic oak pine, mixed loblolly-hardwood, mesic hardwood and 
bottomland hardwood commmrties These are described i n  detail m Chapter 111 Part I(a) of the BIS The effeote of each alternative are analyzed in 
the same seatian 

L.tt.r: 993 The plan, as written, 1s so difficult to read and follow that at times I have auspected that you were trymg to play a big trick on all UQ Sierra Club 
I feel certain that I could do aim-st anything within the guidelines and definitrons that you and "the 1Ike" by producing a big cloud of VERBAL SMOKX 

have published 

U~mponur: The PP ie an rmplementation gurde for the eelected alternative It LB to be used by people With a working knowledge of forestry and the mieelon of 
the NFGT 

L.tt.e: 1126 The developer m my area bulldozed his entire parcel before building 
wild creatures who once lived m our area 

It has taken the residents of our area 20 years to provrde modest growth for the 
HOW long wrll it take you to restore the entire eeoeyetem of the East Texas Pmey Woods? 

R..P"..' 
The development to whLch you refer occurred on private land NFGT does not lnterfers with the management of private land However, humans and theiz 
land usen are a part of the ecosystem The entire ecoayatem of BTX includes CitieQ, tams, and main made lakes, such a8 Leka Sam Raybum The NPGT 
can only manage for ecosystems that occur naturally on PS land 

&attar; 

Late.=: 
Lettar: 1569 I would like to take this opportunity to let you know what an Important part of the (Apple Spnngal community you (Tnnrty) Dletnct 1s and hope it 

Lett.=. 

L.tt.e: 1750 ~e a citizen of Apple springs I feel the PS 1s very Important to our s o m m r t y  

1441 

1442 

The new office at Apple Springs zs ample space, and conveniently located for a11 employees ~ the neceeeary practices can be accomphehed from this 
hub 
I am concerned with the pomzbzlity of the office here being moved to Ratcliff 

will continue to be a vital part of our town 
It 18 aur underetandrng there le a possibility of turning the work center (Tnnlty no) into a v1sltor information center only 
does NOT happen 

1624 We sincerely hope this 

We should not have to depend on someone from Ratcliff to assist us 

R..pon..: 
office location IS not a PP decision, but a polrtlcal one Your letter was fowarded to the PS for response 

Latter: 638 It IS a disgrace that our national government IS 80 poorly run that we have to etrll deplete our national resources 
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Response The NFMA of 1976 requires that the FS "provide for multiple use and suatained yield of the products and 8erv1c~s obtained there from ~n accordance 
with the MUSYA of 1960, and in partzcular, include coordinatmn of outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish. and wilderness, 
and detemrne for management systems, harvesting levels, and procedures '' Timber sales are a "tool" used to protect, perpetuate, and improve our NP 
resources to maintain or improve the health of timber stands, to create, maintain or improve the health of 
timber stands, to create, maintain, or improve desirable wildlife habitat. to prevent or control the infestation of Insects, disease, windstome, and 
fire, and for other reasons using tmber sales, ten8 of thousande of acres of 
the habitat have been thinned to be more desirable and some of the monies from the timber sales receipts were used to further improve the habitat by 
controlling undesirable mid-story vegetation, by rnstalling artificial cavities m trees, etc See app B for conetraints ueed that ensure renewable 
resources are available m perpetuity 

Trees a m  harvested for many reasons 

For example, timber sales are used to improve the habitat of the RCW 

Lattaz: 1594 Look and read how many deserts are being made today by too rapid cutting and burning of forests all over the world 

Rsepons.. The NFT ham no control of the management of forested land that 18 not within NPT boundaries 

L.tt.I. 1776 I would suggest the Ps use 1.88 expensive paper when printing up these documents I do not see this quality of paper used I" corporate America 

R-epons.: The paper xs purchased thmugh GSA contracts h z c h  are awarded to the lowest respndrng bidder for that fiscal year 

L.tt.r. 1310 It appeare that the Ps has done here what it does with Ita timber program Pxr-st It decides how It wants to manage the timber and then It triem to 
force everything elae to fit m a mold that melds With the timber plan 
tampers with the definitions xn the ROS claeeee to make them fit ID With the road building program 
when you're only a quarter-mile away from a road 

 ere the FS, with already too many roads decides to build more and then 
You can't honestly cell recreation semi-pnmitlve 

Reepona.' The Glossary has been changed to clarify your concern, the true distance 1s 1/2 mile 

Letter: 1310 Probably It's impossible to provide przmltlve recreation any more on the TNF'e, but the PS should strive to provlde OpprtUnltleB as close to that 
definition as poeaible. rather than followrng Its present course of building more and more roads and continually degrading the recreation experiences 
for remoteness and solitude This la inequitable and unfair why should one set of forest users be catered to exoluszvely~ 

Response: Bach mgmt area has a defined VQO & ROS ob'leotive, many whzch offer semi-primitive non-motonzed recreation These ob3ectlvee allow us to provL.de 
recreationally a ,'full" spectrum on the NFGT 

Letter 1648 USFS spending will need to show a direct benefit to the taxpayer 
no net loss of tax dollars. and not create unfair competition for local providers 
about a landowner who could lease grazing rrghte If It wasn't 80 much cheaper m the national forest" 
these changes unless we move to a payment I" lieu of taxes that does not depend on factore related to commodity production of USFS activlty 

Response: Costs & benefits are fully documented for NFGT use, the actual estimates are part of FBI5 App 
through leglslatron. any change m payment method would have to be mandated 

Any commodity production, leases or grazing will have to be at market rates, show 
How can local timber growers currently compete With the USFS? How 

Local governments are g o m g  to suffer during 

B The system of payment used by the NFGT la directed 

Latter, 604 I have to pay forty dollars a year m order for my two four wheelere to be legal of forest tra118 
thla requirement Included in the permit fees are road and bridge fees and we are not allowed to ride on either 

No hiker or camper, as far as I know, must meet 

Responee: That LS a state regulation The atate legislature paaaed lawe requiring the use of all ORV's to be regulated on all publrc land 
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December 8,1994 

Forest Supervisor 
National Forests and  Grasslands 
U S  Forest Service 
701 North First Street 
Lulkin, TX 75901 

Dear MI Newman 

The purpose of my letter IS to provtde comments on the Forest Plan Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement 

I have the following concerns about the preferred alternative 4(b) 

1 I am concerqed that such a large proporhon of nahonal forest 
acreage 15 devoted to single species management (RCW) at  a time 
when more emphasis 1s being placed In biodiversity I belteve that 
it IS inevitable that the current, and soon to be revlsed, RCW 
Management Guidelines will be repudiated as too restrichve and 
limited in terms of habitat diversity The exceptlo", I belteve, will 
be longleaf pine/bluestem ecosystems 

2 The preferred Alternative 4Wwill not provlde for much early 
successional habitat which is nltlcal for  many of the neokopxal 
migratory birds More should be done to address the habrtat needs 
of such species 

3 Ecosystem management as described in the Draft EIS is, in many 
respects, very labor intensive There will be increased needs for 
various types of expertise and for a labor force to implement the 
management strategies It does not appear that funding levels wll 
be sufficient to permit the U S Forest Service to d o  all that will be 
needed to implement alternahve 4b 
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Forest Supervisoi 
Page 7. 
December 8,1994 

Although I have concerns about the preferred alternative, I a m  aware of the 
Current pressures on the US Forest Service to manage public lands for RCW 
and to implement ecosystem management. I applaud your efforts to restore 
longleaf pine ecosystems in the region 

Sincerely, 

R Scott Beasley 
Dean, College of Forestry 

RSB/]w 



November 28.1994 

Alan G Newman 
Forest Supervisor 
U S Deparuncnt of Agriculture. Forest Service 
Nahonal Forests m Texas 
701 N IstSueet 
Lufkm. Texas75901 

Rc Comments on the Draft Revised land and RCSOUICCS Managcmcnt Plan and Draft 
Envnonmcnlal Impact Statement for the Revlsed Land and Management Resource 
Management Plan 
(FS, FZ) 

Dear Mr Newman 

Thank you for allowing us 10 review and comment on the above referenced documents Overall, 
we bchcvc that proposed plans for conadenng culhnal resomcs should result in thc protechon 
and enhancement of these ~csourccs Our spcclfic comments are encloscd 

If we may be of funher asststance. please contact Mr Bdl Mamn of our slaff at 51Z463-5867 

Smccrely. Smcercly. 

Commcnts on' 
Draft  Revised Land and  Resource Management Plan and Draf t  Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Revised Land and  Resource Management Plan, USDA 
Fomt Service, Nauonal Forests and Grasslands m Texas 

Draf t  Environmental Impaet Statement for the  Revised Land a n d  Resource 
Management Plan 

GENERAL 

Th~s office behews that EIS Altemahve 4b, the a l m a h v c  preferred by thc Nahonal Forests and 
Grasslands m Texas. does not offer as much rotccuan to areas with B high prababllity for 
contauung hlstoncpropemcs as do Altemauver t and7 .  

SPECIFIC 

Issue 1 Biodrverslty 

Altemahves 6 and 7 both greatly mcmse the wdth of the streamside and bottomland zones that arc 
kept free from hmber harvesting Although tlus management practice 1s pnmanly intended to 
mcrcase bmlweratv. It also wffl serve to urot~ct histonc D T O D E T ~ ~ S .  smce these mncs have thc 
hghest potenual f o r ~ o n m g  archwlogicd sites 

Issue 3 Spccial Managcmcnt Areas 

Alfemahves 6 and 7 both have the gealest number of Spccral Management Areas where mpacls of 
all kmds. m c l u h e  those from meahan. are smctlv controlled A a m .  bv rcmovme more arcas 
from poknual impicls hstanc praperues wll fare &Per than undkoth& ~Iiemauve'f Undcr the 
FSISHPO Hcntagc Managrmcni Plan, adhuonal hisioric managrmcnt arcas are propowd. wturh 
uc behevc should be consrduul io cnhanncc culhlral ~esourcc pmtcmon on thc forcsts 

lssuc 4 Off-Road Vchcles (ORVs) 

In our O D ~ O ~ .  Alternative 6. whlch ~rolub~ts  all ORV use. offem the best w " o n  for culhlral 
resources ORVr used I" m off-uadsctung dunng wet conhuons can crcirc S C ~ O U S  NU which 
damage shallow archeolo~ical dcposits Ntcmauvc 7, whtch elmnates open use of ORVr and 
" f e r  such "IC to 8 lml system may be a more reahruc comvromie. since D C O D ~  who own 
ORVs am going to go somawhere w use them At bast there IS sdmc dcgec of co'nud of thcu use 
under Altemauve 7. 

lssuc 10. Recreahon 

Altemauves 6 and 7 wdl requlre an increase in the consmchon of horse uarls Th~s work WIII 
requue cultural resources surveys that follow the shpulauons of thc RS-PA, the MOU. and the 
Hentage Management Plan 

Issues 14 and 15 Lands and Minerals 

Alternative 6. which elmmates leasing land for "I cxplorauon, would prevent any impacts to 
cultural resources from od and gas cxploration on Forest Swicc lands However. swce the 
overall unpacts to cullnral resources on thc Nauonal Forests and Grasslands m Texas has beu, 
relahvely m o r  m thc pasl. C b a h n g  such cxplorauon may be nnneccssaty Nlcmahve 7, which 
smply dccreascs lands ovalable for lcaslng may bc a more reasonable altcmahvc 

The State %ens forflitoric Treservatwn 
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701 Norih First Streel 
Lullan, TX 75901 

D w M r  Newman 

This letter respandr to the Draft Revised land and Resource Management Plan 
for the Nabnnal Fnresls & Grasslands in Texas and associated Draft 
Environmenlal Impact Statement The Texas Parks and Wildlife Depaament 
appreciates the opportunity to review lhese documents It IS evident that the U S 
Forest Service has expended a large amount of Ume and effort in compiling the 
data and mfoormation conmned in these documents and attached appendices A 
wide array of resource issues and management Scenarios have been identified in 
an attempt 1s develop and rmplemenl a management plan that wril adequately 
address resource needs and sausfy public demand This Depmment IS 

encouraged by the Forest Servme's efforts toward pnncipies of ecosystem 
management in the current plan The adopuon of a forest-wide vegetauon 
ciassification and your efforts lo develop and refine the Emlogical Classification 
System ( E a )  for the NaUonSl Foresls m Texas are commendable Forest 
management should provide for desired future wnditlons lo mimic habilats that 
enhance overall ecosystem health Whatever management alternative IS ultlmalely 
selected, this Department strongly enwurages options which will allow flexibility 
m management so that changes can be adopted as new information from the ECS 
bewmes available Specific concerns and comments relative to development and 
mplemcnlation of the Management Plan are attached 

After much discussion with your staffcancerntng the designation of the Longleaf 
Ridge as a "National Wildlife and Recreation Area," the follow.ig clanfication 
of the Department's position IS offered This area should receive speclal 
management connderauan to achieve the fnllowing goals I)  mmnlain the 
existence of large core colonies of red-cockded woodpeckers, 2) enhance the 
integniy and quality of the oceurnng longleaf pine-little blue slem vegetation 

MI AllenG Newman 
Page 2 
12-14-94 

senes and associated wildlife habitat camponem, 3) provide allowance for 
proactive management pracucu to include presenbed fire, mechanical, and 
chemieal vegetation control; and 4) pmvrde public recreational oppartuniues to 
include hunhng. When this Department propooed the designation as a "National 
Wildlife and Rsrrafion it was our understanding that lhese goals would 
not be assured unleUL such a dmgnahon was made If Ihe plan can be amended 
to assure lhese goals. lhen lhis Department would not object lo whatever name 
or management area designation IS allocated for lhese purposes 

I want to extend our appreciation 10 the S ~ N J C C  for promplly and graciously 
responding io our numerous requests for information and meeungs for which 
there have been many We would not have been able lo develop lhrs responw 
without this assistance 

Sincerely, 

&%dwJkA /;JzI ndrew Sansom 
Execuhve Director 

AS.RGF dab 

Attachments 
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Attachment 

Alternative 4b, the preferred plan by the U S. Forest Service (USFS) a p p r s  to possess 
attnbules that achieve a balance between the olher currently exisling allernatives The plan 
optimizes management for lhe red-eockaded woodpecker by allocaling approximately 50 percent 
of the National Forests and Grasslands in Tkxas lo this purpose However. this alternative or 
any ollter selected should incorporale lhe following additional considerations 

Prescribed nunmr: 
Because fire islwas such a dnving force 10 lhe southem pine emsystem, prescnbed fire should 
be avalable as a managemenl lwl The USFS needs more fire nianagemenl flexibility than 
permitled tn the Final Enviranmenlal Impact Slatemen1 (TEE) for Vegetation Management in 
the Coaslal PlanlPiedmont published in January, 1989 New concepls concerning ecosystem 
management have surfaced since this FElS was wntten For example, the Vegelauon 
Management FElS should be amended to allow for grealer scorch heighls and increased fire 
frequencies, as well as mare latitude in applying growing season burns If fire is to be used as 
a twI for effectively reslonng and manlaming healthy fire climax ecosystems, then they wlll 
have 10 be much holler than fires of the past For resloration purposes. 11 i s  useless to burn 
unless the fire IS hot enough ld conlrol living vegelalion. rather than just reducing on-the-ground 
fuels Perhaps there should be a system developed IO measure the effectiveness of burns in 
terms OF the desired result, rdlhcr than ihc number of acres burned per year 

Also, in order to manage and burn an an ecosystem scale, 11 will be importan1 to consolidate 
nianagemeni units as much a i  possible This concept should be taken into consideration when 
trying to purchase or exchange land lor lhe National Fares1 

With decreasing budgeis and personnel Iimilalions, 81 seems unlikely that the USFS will be able 
to accomplish the burning projected in lhis plan The proposed across-the-board buming cycle 
IS no1 consislent wilh ecosystem managemen1 There are Some areas lhal need annual or 
biannual burns, others probably every 5 years, olhers every 10 or 15 yean, and some probably 
never. Some of the hardwald areas can never be winter burned except m exceptionally dry 
years, perhaps they should bu burned lhen By defining burnlog cycles by areas or syslems, a 
#more reasonable burning wotk load could be developed 

The Department recommends lhal plowed fire lanes not be utilized unless this IS the only method 
acceplable For example. file should be allowed lo bum into Streamside Management Zones 
(SMZ's) This approach will produce a much more gradual transilion between habilat lypes, and 
will no1 produce sharp ecotones 

Mnnaeement I n d i m r s :  
Acwmplishmenl of the moniloring projeeled in lhis plan does nor appear praeucal given 
anticipated budget and human remurce limitauons I f a  pracllcal way of monilonng the systems 
cannol be found, then the indicators and monimnng proposals should be reduced lo a reasonable 
load that the USFS can accomplish. Perhaps a solution would be 10 eslabltsh a slalemenl in the 
Plan linlong the desired managemenl indicalors lo each respective vegetalive group The 
vegelallve group could lhen be monilored If lhe vegelative group IS providing high quality 
habilat, lhen the itianagement indicators should be healthy and thnving 

Exotic Swecies: 
More danficalion should be provided regarding "desirable exohc s w i e s  " For example, feral 
hogs should not be considered desirable -The aiimals are not part of the original ecosyslem and 
are damaging the forest and grasslands in many areas. The Plan or EIS should discuss all the 
reasons why hogs are or can be a problem and support population control A statement should 
include lheidea lhat the immigralion of neghbonng hogs will wnlinue lo beproblemahe wthout 
theunderstanding and helpofadjacent landowners and managers TheTexas Parks and Wildlife 
Department has Ihe opporlnnity lo be a helpful influence in lhis matter Problems wilh hogs 
include, but are not limited IO destruction of longleaf seedlings and other regeneraung forest 
plants, damage to endangered species in bogs, compelilion wilh olher wildlife for masl, possible 
problems wrlh the reproductive S U C C ~  ofground nesung birds, possible disease veclors, damage 
lo wildlife plantmgs, and damage to ground dwelling vertebrates such as salamanders or toads 
(some of which are rare or endangered) 

The Plan slales thal grazing of livestock will be prohibited in Candidale Scenic Recreation River 
Comdors, m Special Ripanan and Wildlife areas. and rn Scenic areas Research Natural Areas 
permit grazing of livestock only as part of scientific investigations Grazing of livestock will 
be discouraged in wilderness areas Are hogs classified as liveslock? They are of domesuc 
sources, they graze, and lhey roo1 Rwting IS onen more damaging than grazing Since they 
may be defined as grazing livestock, haw are they to be kept out of the restncted areas? They 
are presently in lliese areas. or soon will be i f  lheir expansion continues 

Forest Roads: 
Under he current documenlalion, the mileage breakdown of lemporary vs permanent roads and 
new constmclion vs old is not clearly defined Without these figures. 11 IS hard Io delermine 
what the cumuladve impacts will be For example, ORV mls placed tm close lo a bog could 
negalively impact the hydrology of the bog, while mads placed near RCW cluster sites could 
negatively affect lhe SUCC~ES of nesung dunng the spnng Furlhermore. roads have a definite 
negative impacl on snake populations. as observed by the canebrake sludy conducted by the 
Southern Forest Expenmenl Slation Perhaps maps should bedeveloped and made available for 
our review to belter assess the impacts of roads lo be upgraded If lhis IS not feasible. could 
road maps be included in the project plans so lhat they can be evaluated on a case-by-case basis7 
Where uneven age management IS applied, measures should be laken lo plan and minimize the 
amount of entries and number of roads into units 
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The Department encourages wetland creation or enhancement p m j e ~ t ~  rather than developrng 
small ponds that ate not maintained and have lmle wildhfe value 

The validity of constmchng m e  pond per management unit i s  neither conducive to ecosystem 
management or la enhancing wetland values Conslrucllng ponds scattered throughout 
compartments without an integrated plan for identifyrng existing wetlands and determining 
creatton. enhancement or resloration opportunities is a cosUy and unnecessary practice While 
water IS seldom, if ever, a limiting factor lo native wildhfe species in east Texas, loss of 
functioning wellands with hrgh value has been significant and consideratms for this problem 
should be a parl of the overall land managemenl plan 

Streamside Manseemcnl Zen= 
Discussion in the Revised Land & Resource Management Plan and Draft US concemmg 
streamside management zones (SMZ's) IS not clear in regard to rmplicatrans for protectton o f  
bollomland hardwwd forests and npanan vegetation As indicated by the Service. these zones 
actually encompass lhe alluvial bottoms associated with 100 year floodplains m addltion to 
vegetation adjacent 10 perennlal and mlermittent streams There are the areas identified by lhe 
Dcpamnen1.s Texas Wetlands Plan and m many sltuahons will exceed the Service's minimum 
parameters of66 and 100 feel Additionally. lransllional wnes belween the floodplan areas and 
uplands Serve to protecl the integnly of travel comdors EvaluaUon and selective mcorporatlon 
of these arras will also reduce effects of habital fragmentation. and prolect the bottomland 
carndors from disturbance 

SwgS 
According to discussion dunng a meehng regarding the Plan on 16 November 1994, lhe Service 
has proposed a management objectwe of 12 magslacre to mcrea~e populations of some cawiy 
ncstcrs 

Is there a problem with cavity nesters that this-density of snags will alleviate7 Twelve snags per 
acre equals about 18 feet of BA Since snags have a maximum standmg Me of about IO years 
(asually much less), how can trees be grown fast enough to replace fallen snags and still produce 
trees for other usex7 

Perhaps there should be a statement about how scatlered mmt-hlled trees are salvaged and 
therefore how scallered snags are managed The practice of late IS to leave scatlered pine snags 
This IS proper except dunng strong routhem pine beetle yean Dunng the hot portions of the 
southern pine beetle cycle, single infested trees should be removed Bul dunng the cmler 
portion of the beetle cycle. single infested _. hlled trees should be leR standing Can thts be 
incorporated as a guide7 

4 

91d Gmwi(h: 
Because of past and proposed managemcnt guides for red-eackaded woodpecker. bottomlands. 
streamside management zones, wilderness. and the 1/4 mile wld and scenlc nver comdor, many 
forest stands will be allowed to progrecs and mcrase toward old growth status Developmcnt 
of old growlh forests should be optimized in the selected alternative. whllc keeping the 
management flexibility to address specific needs of mdwdual stands As comctly stated nn the 
summary, allowances for old growth will lrkely have adverse effects on commodity production 
in the short term. but will increase long-term producunty, overall species nchness and vmbtlnty 
of less common plant and animal Species The imparlance of including provisions for old 
growth in forest management has been stated nn previous wrrespandence by thm Department 
Old growlh or older growth IS cumntly adequately Identified m the computer data base As 
older stands occur and are located dunng field surveys, this data base should be updated The 
plan should also indude pmvisions for updating the public on where old growih srands are 
located without refemng Lo a data base Addlitonally, the Plan should better reference ihe 
IW,ooOL acres that will be coming into !he old-growth calegory (or l00k years) 

Preeerred SllvlUrltiiral Methods 
Appendix I of the EIS identifies three silvicultural systems for managmg forests, the even-aged. 
lwo-aged, and uneven-aged systems and their associated regenerailon methods Each has been 
shown to have benefils as well as limitations relatrve to pmeular gods Thts Depa"nt 
supports using whatever avadable silvrcultural inethods best achieve the xdentlfied managemeni 
goals for cach of the I I mqor land allocations The U S Forest Service IS oblgaled IO address 
resource management issues that will require management wnsideratlons rangmg from broadly 
based ecosystem and plant wmmunity management IO site specific treatment of specific staods, 
and specific species These management needs will require the potential use of all wadable 
tmls The degree of acceptability or usefulness of each of !he three methods will be detennmed 
on the precise delmeation of the mahagemem goal and related objecuves 

Uneven-aged management has caught much attention because of its appearance and the n a l m  
that i t  is more nalural However, mahng it work in the presence of fire and hardwoods w!ll 
require unlned modifications to the system There IS concem that the publtc, wddhfe btologtstr. 
and the USFS will nol be satisfied Wlth the results of such an altempt 

Another limitahon with uneven-aged management 1s the enlreme difficulty of conducting 
prescribed bunung wluleproduwng or man!z"g regeneratron It will be very difficult. if not 
impossible to bum effectively and still achieve adequate regeneration under an uneven aged 
management regime This should b0 taken into account when prescnbmg regeneration cuts to 
management Unils Perhaps irregular shelterwood would beller achieve dertred regeneration 
while mainfa" Ihe ecosystem in the most natural manner. The red-cockaded woodpecker, 
Bachman's sparrow, Louisiana pine snake. Texas trading phlox. and many other T&E or rare 
species have been directly impacted by fire suppression The only way these species will be 
recovered IS through an dfechve burning regime Herbmdes will control woody vegetahon. 
but will not restore the native grasses, forbs, and herbaceous vegetation that were once such an 
imporrant component of the P i n e y w s  ecosystem 
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linrrroved Seedl inw 
It 1s a gwd policy to have some genetically improved stands ~cattered throughout Ule foreslr, 
depending on parlicular genetic selection goals This d w  not infer use of "on-native s p i e s  
The vigor of these stands may be greater than many ofthe degraded "natural stands" whose gene 
bank came from a few trees along a lence or trees escaping the raw because of phenotypic 
infcnonty 

Y l l d e r n w $  
The Depanmenl recommend6 that prescnbed A r e  be implemented in wilderness areas It IS also 
strongly recommended that tile Regional Directive be amended to allow for southem pine beelle 
control within these areas Southem pine beetle impacls have been dramatic and detnmenlal to 
bath the wilderness areas an$ adjacent pnvate lands 

-n: 
The pine regeneration figures for loblolly and shortleaf pine are too high A total of 3W to 400 
well spaced seedlings should be enough to adequately regenerate most sites to a pine or pine 
dominated sland A density of Mx) to 900 Eeedlings limits the production of herbamus and 
shrub vegelalion that many wildlife species depend on The Department recommends h a t  (he 
prcv~ous guidelines conlamed in the FElS for Vegelalion Management in Coasfal PlanlPtedmont 
be amended 10 allow for a reduction in pine density 

-1s 
Draft Plan, page 124, MA-4-12 
This should be clarified For example, ~f burning i s  conducted effecuvely in longleaf 
managemenl units, then the baygalls enclosed within will shrink Is this consistent with the 
overall goal? Perhaps the Wtdard should be s!aled as. "Restore and maman existing plant 
ulmmuniiies " 

Draft Plan. page 91, Rofatioii Age and Diameter Gutdelines Table 
The diameter Ifmils presented will not match theages needed to allam "old-growth " They also 
make the use 01 fire erscnlially ~nelfec(ne 

Maintan existing plant communities 

- 
Mineral Recovery: 
The forest wide standards for  aesthetic^ should slate that oil and gas structures should be placed 
!n previously cleared or disturbed areas and as close to roads as possible in order to minimize 
impacts and fragmentation 

Benlaee Sit% 
In appendix B, page 84 of (he EIS, there should be explanation that the Plan will manage 
inclusions such as the Henlage sites as separate from the entire compartment, and will treal them 
accordingly 
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December 6, 1994 

Alan S Newman, Forest Supervisor 
National Forests and 

701 N 1 s t  S t r ee t  
Lufkin, Texas 75901 

Grasslands i n  Texas 

Re: Draft  E15 - Land and Resource Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Newman. 

The Subject document has been received and reviewed 
the  exact locat ion of affected t r ac t s  o r  any d e t a i l  on impacts on water, i t  
appears t h a t  a l l  a l t e rna t ives  t r y  t o  minlnize erosion o r  other  disturbances, 
none would be worse than present conditions, and the leading a l t e rna t ives  
would be s imi l a r  

Though I t  does not give 

RMB/ls 
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Alan 0 Newman 
Forest Supervisor 
National Forests and Grasslands in Texas 
701 North First Street 
Lufkin, Texas 75901 

Dear MI 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment upon the U.S. Forest 
Service "Draft Land and Resource Management Plan" and "Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement I' The wealth of Information 
summarized in the documents le a testament to the complex issues 
the U S Forest Service faces In attempting to satisfy many 
public demands upon the resources of the National Forests and 
Grasslands in Texas Overall, the preferred alternative 
presented In the Plan represents an earnest attempt to Integrate 
traditional multiple-use actzvities with other resource values of 
the lands in your stewardship In this regard, the Plan shows 
promise for establishing ecosystem-baaed management The 
comments of members of the resource management staff at Big 
Thicket National Preserve are summarized below 

We realize that the preferred alternative would have short-term 
impacts upon local economies that are driven by forest product 
industries and livestock production However, the establishment 
of desired future conditions 'for the forests and rangelands, and 
the use of increasingly more creative approaches to achieve those 
conditions would assure the long-term sustainability of natural 
resources The Forest Service should make every available effort 
to educate the public about desired future conditions in Its 
Implementation of the preferred alternative In addition, 
attempts should be made to zdentxfy and promote other 
non-traditional, nustainable economic uses 

The implementation of the preferred alternative would have 
indirect beneficid impacts upon the natural resources within Big 
Thicket National Preserve. The Plan proposes to more effectively 
protect Stream quality in the Upper Neches and Angelina River 
Basins by expanding the use of streamside protection zones, 
establrshing recreational river corridors, and evaluating streams 
for inclusion in the National Wild and S.cenic Rivers System. 
While many impacts to stream quality are ameliorated within Lake 

I 7b.3 
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Sam Rayburn and Lake Stemhagen, any measures to improve water 
quality In the Neches River would benefit the aquatic and wetland 
ecosystem components within the Neches River Corridor Units of 
819 Thicket National Preserve In addition. the implementation 
of proposed forest management techniques to restore and protect 
forest diversity would have beneficial effects upon thoBe 
wildlife species (including endangered species) which mutually 
use resources within Forest service and Park Service boundaries 
as they migrate through East Texas 

Ne are impressed by the emphasis on protecting biological 
diversity The use of the Ecological Classification System, the 
Management Indicators Table, and the identified Desired Future 
Conditions appear to be a more effective system for 
characterizing the range of ecosystem components than have 
previous systemB The designation of Research Natural Areas and 
Botanical Areas to protect unique resources, and utilization of 
research results to better understand the mplications of 
management practices upon the full complement of biological 
components would enable managers to adapt management strategies 
If changes are needed We suapect, however, that some of the 
areas proposed for inclusion in protected zones should be 
enlarged in order to enhance their effectiveness and 
sustainability over longer periods of time 

The propoee'd use of forest management practices to restore 
hardwood components and to enhance stand structural and age class 
diversity would aleo help sustain the irreplaceable plant and 
wildlife communities that are unique to East Texas In addition, 
the implementation of other restrictions, including excluding 
logging skids from certain areas, reducing the number of stream 
crossings during logging operations, protecting turkey roost 
areas, and retaining snags and hardwood den trees would 
contribute to these management objectives 

While we understand the reasons that large portions of the 
National Forests are dedicated to managing for the endangered 
red-cockaded woodpecker, we encourage the Forest Service to work 
with the U S Fish and Wildlife Service to broaden its ob3ectives 
to instead manage for dwindling long leaf pine-little bluestem 
upland forests The shift in emphasis to provide long-term 
availability and maintenance of this habitat type would not only 
enhance the chances of survival for the red-cockaded woodpecker, 
but also for many other exceedingly rare plant and animal- 
specres The proposed increase in use of prescribed fire, and 
the shift to planning summer season burns are effective measures 
to restore and maintain these habitats. as the National Park 
Service has learned while managing for the same obJectives at Big 
Thicket National Preserve 

We note that proposed changes in managemenb of off-road vehicles 
would also enhance the protection of many plant and wildlife 
species and stream quality Instead of designating areas for 
unlimited off-road access, detrimental impacts to the flora. 
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fauna, ~ 0 ~ 1 s .  and water quallty could be minimized by instead 
establishing a system of tralla If necessary, additional routes 
could be establlshed ~n adlacent areas 

Overall, the draft Plan and preferred alternatlve represent an 
attempt to derive consensus from a conflicting array of needs and 
desires of many publlc constltuencles 
bullt into the Plan IB needed in order to aIlaw changes i n  
management as the effects of Current approaches are assessed 
through planned research 

Agam, I thank you for the opportunity to Comment upon the Draft 
Plan The National Park service would gladly cooperate with the 
u s Forest Service and other land management entities to develop 
and implement multi-agency approaches devoted to speciflc issues 
i n  sustainable ecosystem management 
your staff wish to further dlscum these comments, please contact 
Rlcky Maxey or RlCk Strahan at (4091 839-2690 

The flexzbzlzty that 1s 

If you or any member of 

Supermtendent 

December 1 4 ,  1994 

Ernie  Smith, Area Ranger 
National Forests and Grasslands in Texas 
701 North First Street 
Lufkin, Texas 75904 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

I Would like to endorse alternatlve 2 of the Draft EIIVITOII- 
mental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan dated septe;nber, 1994.  This IS the best 
plan for Shelby County of the other alternatives avaxlable 
I wduld hope that we would be more interested m regenera- 
tion and reforestatron than the habitats whlch would come 
naturally with the right cover. 

I think the nanagement of National Forest Lands could be 
managed best by local or area needs rather than national 
edicts. 
economical nanner than those required on a natmnal l eve l .  

We support you LO your efforts to improve the marketable 

be of fnrther servxe, please feel free to call on US. 

Sincerely, 

Most of these changes could be handled ~n a more 

timber in Shelb:? and surrounding counties and if w e  can 

County Judse 
Shelby County 

FAN.ph 
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OFFICE OF TEE SECRETARY 

December 19. 1994 

Robert Joslin 
Regional Forester. Southern Region 
1720 Peachtree Road NW Suite 951 
Atlanta. Georgia 30367-9102 

Dear Mr Joslln 

The U S  Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement 
IEIS) and the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the National Forests and 
Grasslandsin Texas The followtna commentsare provided far your consideration an preparing 
the final document 

GENERAL C O M M E N T S  

National grassland mana~sment provides for water. forage. wildlife habntat. recreation. and 
minerals The preferred alternative prowdes a mix of amenity and Commodity output, 
recognizing urban users' needs and values Acttvlties include grazing, 011 and gas drilling and 
production. outdoor recreation. and native habitat ceStOiatiOn. 

In all alternatives evaluated, grazing activity on the grasslands 1s expected to iemain constant 
or lust below current levels. however. an increase in developed and dispersed recreational 
opport~ni t ie~ !E anticipated We b e l w e  hvestock grazing on the grasslands. as proposed, fails 
to account for species and habitat incompatible with continued pressure from domestic 
livestock For e~ample, the woodland and bottomland components on the Caddo and LBJ 
National Grasslands are not 8s suntable for grazing as natwe grasslands and Improved 
pastures It IS estimated that hall ot the ="!an species recorded are dependent upon grassland 
habitat and half are denendent on other habitat types, including Water. riparian areas. 
woodlands. and bottomland hardwoods Deempharmng fivestvk grazinq in thew areas 
should be cFn9der-d 

Altemative~ 2 through 7 are consistent with the currently proposed U S  Forest Service 
drrection to ~ncorpomte red-cockaded woodpecker IACOideS boreahsl IRCWI management Into 
the individual Forest Plans on the 11  National forests in the Southern Region wath RCW 
pop~latlons Alternative 1, the no-action alternative. would contlnue to manage the Natlanal 
forests In Texas under the court-ordered management plan for 1,200 meter zones for actlve 
and inactive RCW clusters Alternative 1 will not support the RCW in tho long term. because 
tt only requires management of existing active and inactwe clusters and not adlacent habltat 
or habitat between demographically solated clusters Alternatlve 1 also lacks adequate 
regeneration methods for harvesting timber which are expected to provlde far a continuel flow 
of mature pine trees required by the RCW lor nesting and roostlng 

1 0 0 s  
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We support implementatton of the preferred Alternative, 4b. astt re(ste5 to RCW management 
and nstablishment of RCW Habmtat Management Areas (HMA'S) ' This sltsrnat~ve prowder 
sufficient habitat to recover the RCW In the coastal plain of east Texas Establishment and 
management of tba mature pne forest. prefened by the RCW. areexpected to ~wdahab,mt  
far an additional 189 Federally-llsted spec!ss land several unhsted species1 dependent on the 
mature pine forest Alternatw 4b proposes 10 establnrh end manage the second largest 
amount 171.268 acres) of the rare longleaf-PmeLnle bluestem plant communt<y Th$s 
Alternative includes P ~ O V I S ~ P  for ldentlfymg (through use of 8 blplogtcally round ecol~p~cal  
classification system) and managmg ecosystems in the National forests of Texas 

Alternative 4b also emphasizes developed recrestma1 o~portuo~t~es. pancularly off-road 
vehicle IORVl uses. and mineral 188wg on greater than half i398.500 of the 637.000 acres) 
of the National forests in Texas This Alternatwe propo~es to build 250 miles of ORV trads 
an the Sam Houston and Angelma National Forests and will mclude a total of 355 mder on 
the lour National forests combmed (more than any of the other alternatwes) The Sam 
Houston National Forest currently SUPPORS recovery o f  the RCW populatm now6vver. the 
impact to the RCW population on the Natwnal forests lrom development and use of Such a 
large number of ORV trails ts unknown and may negatwelv mpact this specnes We 
recommend a reductton m the number of ORV tradr by at least half of the proposed amount. 
and that a study of the impacts of ORV use an the RCW be conducted 

TO date the U S  Forest Service has not determlned rhn cumulative m " t s  of past, present. 
@na luture 011 and gas axofornilon and aeveloements m-the RCW. the rare plant communnles. 
paniculany the longleaf-plneLttls blUeSmm community, and on the interior forests I" each of 
the National forests In Texas In order to  be an compliance with the Natlonal Environmental 
Policy Act. a t  IS recommended that these impacts be determlned. part~odarly on the 
Yellowpine Ranger Dtstr!ct of the Sabme Nstmnal Forest. whch has Undergone e n e n ~ ~ e o d  
and gas developments dunng the past 3 years. end the Angellna National Forest. for whnch 
several od wells are proposed in and adjacent to RCW and bald eagle IHaltaeetus 
leucocephalus) habitat. The findings of the study can then be used to evaluate the extent 01 
future od and gas actwmes tn the Natmnal forests Cumulative impacts can be determmed 
by calculating theamount of scresof plne. plnehardwood. and bottomland hardwood stands 
emsting before and after 011 and gar actwmes ifram umber atand datal. end the acres 
proposed to be harvested far 011 and gas actwmes imlormat~an 18 included m the draft EIS, 
Appendix C1 an Federal, State. and pr~vate lands adjacent to the Natlonal forests 

ThB'der,redf"tu,econd,t,on" Imapprox~mate number of acres1 101 eachplantcDmmunltyand 
omsystem should be determined m order to  calculate the number of avadable acres for future 
ml and gas ~c tw l t le f  Alternatwe 4b. whch  specit~esmoderatetohgh commodity produmm 
and low recreation and wlldllfe management, places a hlgher Prlorltv on mmeral leasung m the 
National forests in Texas than ecosystems management This Aiternattve States that -two- 
thvds o f  the forest would be set asde for the RCW (338.637 acre61 It appears that the 
preferred al tematw would concentrate mineral leasmg on the remainder of the forests 
i398.500 acres. except I" wllderness areas1 We am concerned that ths management 
strategy emphasizes mineral leartng to  replace lost timber revenue resulting from RCW 
management Thedrah EIS lpage 50. issues l d s n d  151 statesthat 'themineralacttv,iy with 
the greatestpotentral tmpact to other resources and to the human environment 1s I" the area 
of orlandgas development." Implementing this strategy may lead to the same destmation 
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that past emphasm on timber hamestma has, Speo~fmlly, the further loss on the amount and 
quality of the mature forest ecosystem snd itsassmmted Federally-llrtsd specms. We belteve 
this strategy should be modified and evaluated m regard to  the cumulatwe impacts from part. 
present. and proposed BC~~VI~ IBS 

TO date. the National fofests in Texas lack mformatmn regardong the Iocatm, status, and 
habitat requirements of several Federally-losled specres Fragmentstmn of forest sta& from 
high commodity production Is more likely to negatively impactthe RCW. other Federally-listed 
species. and the integrity of forest ecosystems than the prolectsd amount of forest loss 
lalthough total forest loss of plant communities has not been determmedl We recommend 
the National forests in Texqs continue to locate wells and pipelme nght-always in existong 
openings end to locate thase facttities along major roadways The U S  Forest SEMC~. 
htstoncally, has located wells further into t h O  forest to  maintam t h O  visual quality along 
roadways However. we believe it IS more important to reduce forest fragmentatton than to 
maintain visual quality 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

h u e  1 Biodwersitv. Old Growth. oaqe 2% Alternatwes 4.48. and 4b propose to locate old 
growth forests in wilderness areas. special areas. riparian areas, and the 114-mde zone around 
RCW clusters RCW haboldt should not be consdered old-gmwth habitat because. unlike 
wilderness and special areas. 11 receives intensive hardwood madstory removal. Addmnally. 
$1 the U S Fofest Service plans to manage ecosystems. itls imponant to establish ~ontiguo~s 
old-growth forests This may be accomplished by desqnatmg old- growth forest corridors 
between npanan. sp~clal  awas, and wilderness areas It IS recqmmended that the standard 
for MA-1 and MA-2 ragsrdinq old growth be rewittten to sllmate old-growth corridors through 
RCW habitat management areas 11 necessary 

Issue 19. Recreation. ~ a q e  3 7 For the preferred altematwe .five addmom1 recreatmn s#les 
are proposed on the forest " Many of the developed recreatton snef are currently under 
uI81ozed In many amas camping loops or entire amas 818 closed due to nonuse Addtitonal 
developed areas would S B ~ Y  to decrease the habctat for Some wctdlde spectos: in thm regard. 
we recommend that funds & utilized to improve existing developed recreational areasinstead 
of creating mare 

Issue 11, Resou rce Sustamabdity. I7mae ManawmentlGratms. ~ a q e  The no-action 
approach prowdes approximatelv 38.000 acres for grazmg on the Natmr" grasslands, 

Total National 
grassland acreage IO 38.100 with an estimated 3,800 acres m bonomland hardwoods. over 
9,000 acres I" prairie-savanna woodlands. and more than 19,000 acres !n preme grasslands 
Proper range management with grazing as one of many management tools 1s Important for the 
restoration 01 native grassland hahtat benebcral to sndemnc end migratory wddlds species 
However. grazing in bottomland hardwood areas may degrade habitat essential far Federal 
trust species 

m e  15. Lands. Dags 43 Issue 15 IS very general end could use a better discussion of the 
U S Forest Service's land acquisltton goals It would also be helpful t f  there were maps Or 
tables describing thn location of proposed land acq~i~iuons 

managemem emphass wdl continue at approxm" current levels 

p I ,  . A l t ~ m t i ~ ~  4bpror.posas to "prescribe burn'more I 
acrns Of National forest land than eny of the Other altamattves. We support thm proposal 
based on the fact that fire Is a CN~ICSI component In firedependant ecosystems. However. 
it is tecommended that no restnctlon be placed on the time intervsl for conduct#flg prescr#bed 
burning I1 e , the 2 to 5 years specified m the draft ElSl More frsquent flres may be 
necessaryto convert vegetational communities to the Iongleal-pmeLttle bluestem cowmvmty. 

Issue 8. Cam muniN Stab Blt". 0898 4B This section makes the statement that 'Graung 
receipts from permtttees on lhe Caddo and LEJ Natronal Grasslands !s [are] greatest ,n 
Alternatwes 1. 2, and 3 and lower n Altematwes 4 through 7, however, fhs d#fference IS 
minimal and may be offset by the rncrease n) recreational opponunities tn Alternames 4 

IlW section. it states the1 through 7 .  However. on page 36 under the Communttv Stab 
'Grazmg remains consmtent to current levels on the Grasslands * Developed recresttonal 
facilities. shooting ranges, and specml interest amas should decrease avatlable grazmg 
acreage 

viionment and Environmental CQ~- I t is  stated. 'The effects A l l w e d  En 
of alternarwes are drsclosed wrth the mmgatnrg measures m place In relatton to fmh and 
wildlife Impacts. the first Step in mitigation involves avoidance I f  impacts cannot be avobded. 
they should be minimized to the extent possible and unavoidable Impacts should be mitigated 
to  restore lost habitat values resulting from a prolect 

Grassland Grama and Ranue Ma- This Section States. "The Caddo and 
LaJgrasslands have a mix of boltomlandhardwoods IlOpercenU, prame-savanna woodlands 
12535 percentl, and prafrre grasslands 150-60 percentl . Accordmg to these Lgures. the 
grasslands comprise appronmately 3.800 acres of bottomland hardwoods Livestock grazing 
has the potential to degrade wildlife habitat I" bottomland hardwood areas through the 
removal of forbs. shrubs. and regeneratm 01 hardwoods 

Grassland Grama and Ranue Manaaement. 0a.x 69 It is stated. -lt#s antrapated rhatmost 
acreage on the Grasslands would be wadable foorpenn,ltedgraung m every allernatwe. w,th 
the exceptron of spenslmanagement emasand dewhpedrecrearron s&s Anomenn wth 
arecreationalemphas1S wouldnotproh,b~t gramg:however, lhm emphass couldreduce some 
use lseason o f  use or mlenstly of gmzmgl on the allotmenf on a stte spectfic basm,' We 
be lwe  that livestock grazing In bottomland hardwood areas lapproxwr"ely 3,800 acres) 
should be limited and evaluated in regard to compatibility with wildlife reso~rce.% Lmited 
grazing may have no Impact, however, excl~uion ereasshould be developed, monitored. end 
Utlzed 8s a basis for future management decisions in bottomland hardwood areas 

The tmportance of Game Soec ne% Affected Environment-Forests and Grasslands. oaae 92 
increasing thn flow of water to the fisheries resource needs to be explamed. as well as 
includmg information on seasonal flow regimes and how they will be impacted by the 
proposed altomatlve~ 

-ws 11 7-1 19, and part IKbl. Sod Productivltv. mues 165-168 
The discussion that soil productivity IS low m the National forests and grasslands in Texas IS 
misleading Soils in these areas are naturally low in potasswn and phosphorus. except m 
bogs and some npanan amas This d i s w s s m  leads the reader to believe that forest 
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management Practices will not affect the soils m the Nauonal forests and grasslands in Texas 
because they ere already Iod I" ~ r c d d ~ ~ t ~ ~ l t y  In fact. timber harvesting contmues to reduce 
soil productivity because the nutrients which are tied up tn the trees have been removed. 
therefore. these trees can no longer contribute to the leaf lonet and subsequent dotnus budd 
up tn the soil and nutrients rsquired by aquatic organisms Ths se~t ion should be rewrmen 
to iellect the correct p~ispective 

part Ilk& Environmental Conseoue nces of the Alternatives, Land Uses. naae 125 This 
section states. * * to grant 
land use authonzation petmtts A statement should be included here Io  clarify that 
endangered S P B C ~ S '  conceins may take precedence over granting some 01 these land use 
permits. an example may be when these aufhormtmns ~~YOIYB a 'take' of an endanqsrsd or 
threatened species 

Part Illal. One rgtion and Marntenance 01 Roads. E nwwmenw I Conzouences of I hg 
Altetnatwes IRoad DeveloDmsntl. oases 128-13Q Thls smim of thO draft EIS does not 
Snecdv what the actual denpitv lper acre 01 per square milel and l o c a l m  of roads BIB on the 
National forests m Texas The U 5 Forest Sernce m Texas has stated that they plan IO map 
thsrs roads when their Geoqraehic Infarmatm System for this prolect 1s installed The draft 
EIS should slate that this activity 1s planned and that the information will be svailsble to 
Federal and State agennss and the private SBCIOI The dran EIS does not include all impacts 
IO t h O  environment from road reconstructmn and constiuction, only impacts to sod and water 
It isrecommended that the EIS addressthe mpacts of roads fragmented throughout the forest 
ecosystems 

Ihe Phvsicsl Environment. PeR Illb). Alternattve 4W. 0898 lm . Due to RCW concerns, 
available oil and gas actwtms - wd/ have feweracres avm/ab/le for surfsce omtrpamy." 
Thesn actlvttles could dfefect RCW's durang the nesttng season and .. may need 
10 be relocated to SPB lsoutliern pine beetle) spots orstom damageareas to avo!ddamagmg 
addftonal OPenmngs " In 811 cases. the method which causes the least amount 01 
environmental Impacts sho Id be utilized Any action which may affect any Federally-listed 
threatened or endangered s$"hould be avoided Otherwise, section 7 of the Endangered 
Specles Act requlres formal Fonsultation wbth the U S  Fsh and Wildltfe Servlcs IFWSI 

P l O S S 3 " g Q g 3 5  The defmtlon far -should include a minimum width of relatively 
undisturbed vegstatton to be retamed The 81wculturaI forestwnde standard IFW-171.231 m 
the Draft Rensed Land and Resource Management Fian, chapter IV, page 79. states that th8 
I l ler  * str!p's wtdth rn feef,sat/east30p/us f 5 trmes thepercent slope " The definition 
should be cons~stenl with this standard 

p 2 -2 4 Alternative 4b does not include pr~v i s ion~  to 
incrsase tho emount of wilderness acreage It 1s recommended that the U S Forest Setvice 
consider adding Winters Bayou on the Sam Houston National Forest 80 a wilderness area 
This area suppons the cars and declining mature bottomland hardwood ecosystem m east 
Texas We agree with the use of prescribed firs m Winters Bayou and tn existing wtlderness 
areas. as specified #n altsmmves 2 through 5 Designation of some of the other proposed 
wdderness areas I! e , Longlest Ridge and Jordan Creeks) would conflict with designation and 
management of proposed RCW HMA's 

5 , ' / "  

vabd ex!sting nghts may ovemde management abjecrives 

t Y 0 l  
b q t o  
FGDb 

' l L  
6 

-*- In order that inherent values may be protected 
and managed. we support designation of the two segments of the Neches River. identified m 
the draft EIS. as a Nauonal Wild and Scenic River I o  be included m the National Wild and 
Scenic River System of Waterways 

Aoosndw I. paaerllh - The 'desiredfulure condtmn. regardine snags and dead and down 
trees for each 01 the forest types listed m the Appendix. tncludes 8 statement that 'The hrgh 
temperature and humrdfy m east Texas and the recurrent firer prevent large bvt7d.um o f  
snags or down matenal overlarge areas " The lack of snags and dead and down material in 
the National forests mTexasis primarily the result of prescribed burning programs which have 
not included provisions to protect this important forest component. Several listed cendidate 
specie9 IRafmesque's big-eared bat, Pl~cotus rafmesquii. Southeastern myotis, Myotrs 
austror,panus. and the Louisiana pine snake, P,tuoph!s melanoleucus ruthvend and the U S. 
Forest Semce's secondarq cevity nesting species. depend on snags and dead and down 
material to mset thsir habitat requirements. Recent ongoing research indicates that very few 
of these species inhabit the National forests land Other Federel and State locatlonr7 in east 
Texas We recommend increasing the current number of snags I O  to approximately 6lacrel 
and dead and down matenawacrs lunknown amount) m these National lorests by requimg 
protection of these forest components m the prescribed burning program Research 
conducted by Evans and Connor l1979)', mdtcated hat I2 snagstacre are requued lo provide 
suztable habitat for ssondary cavily nerlen m soulhem foreru 

DRAFT REVISED LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

General Comments 

Language m the slandards and guidehes for Management Arras 1 and 2 n d  to be changcd lo 
reflect changes lhat wdl be made m Ihe final EIS for managunent of the rcduxkaded 
wccdpacker 0 and 16 habitat on Naclonal fomu m lhc southern Region 

Sweific Commentg 

Chaoler n. Infeerated Pest Man" ent flPW Issue- a New techniques, using 
behavmd chemicals, to mnml soulhempme beetle (SPB) mfestakons arc buog studred and 
have been succarful SPB mfeslahons have dermycd a significant number of RCW canty Ims 
in lhe Natlonal fomw m Teras (154 cavlty trees werc bllcd f" 1990 lo 1593). Use of lhese 
lechnqucs, whch am currently awung Envlmnmenlal Protectran Agency approval, should 
reduce lhe number of cavity veer lost to SPB It IS remmmended lhat a foml-wde standard 
and guideline be developed in the Management Plan and in each of Ihe management arcas to 
adopt lhese new techniques a k r  lhey are approved and an amendment IS made in  the U S  for 
the suppression of the soulhem-pine beelle in the Soulhem Region 

' Evans, K E and Cannor. R N. I979 Snag managemenL Pagcs 214-225 1s 

Management of N o r u l ~ t r a l  and Noahcaslcrn F0ru.U for Vmtmpical Birds, mmpiled 
by R.M. DeGraaf and K Evans USDA Forest Sewice. Orrc NC-55 
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MA SmdardSandGu idelines. -I U. CumUy. the RCW nmvery populakon for 
the mastal plam of Texas has been idenhfied by the US. Fom Service and the FWS as 
the popdabon on the Sam Houston Nauonal Forest. Tim paputahon pnmanly mhabils the 
loblolly and shodca fpm4Mwood  foresls m this N a h o d  fomL ' I I e  proposed R o l w d  Land 
and Resource Management Plan mcludes pronsions to rcston the longleaf-pme forest. which 
i s  the preferred habitat of the RCW. In the event the RCW populahon expands m the longleaf- 
pine farut (on the Angelw or Sabme Nabonal Forests) aml e x d s  that of the Sam Houston 
populauon, the US. Forest Service may -1 10 redcsignatr the recovery populahon IO thae 
foresls The Sam Houston Nahonal Forest is propored IO be designated as an urban forest 
because of 16 ClOW pmunuty to Houston, Texas. l%e demand for recRahOn (qxmally ORV 
mls). whch IS expected to increase, may conflict with Mnagement and m v e r y  of the RCW 
on tlus forest It is, therefore. recommended thal a slandard be included m MA-2 whtch allows 
for recons~dmlion of Ihe locauon 01 L k  RCW recovery ppulahon u1 cast Texas 

Chaoter V. Table 2. w e  241 Table 2 should be comcted to remove the dwarf d h a n d e r  
from the Ins1 for the 'Longleaf-pme Woodlands & Savannas' and include the pdeated 
woodpecker (Dryocopwpileasw) in the "Bottomlands Smamsides' category Neovoptcal and 
breedmg buds idenufied by the U S Forest Service m theu proposed 'Landbwd S t r a q y '  ( n e  
Soulhem Nauonal Forest's Migratory and Resident Landbud C o n m h o n  Strategy) should be 
added lo the management indicator Lsl Proposed surveys for these species should provide 
informahon for momlonng the health of the forest We s u p p a  the 'tandbad Shategy' m view 
of the lack of data on the occurrulce and habitat requ!remcnu of both n m u o p t d  and b r d m g  
buds in east Texas However. we a n  cnnccmrd IW d m t s t i o n  of this shaiqy (I e ,  
available ume of t h e ~ ~ y r e . p l ~ e m e m o i  Federally-lated s a c m  and 
other ongomg Lesearch praiects m thew NxUonal forests 

As a general obwrvahon, forest management mdtcator species have hntoncally been used to 
evaluate the health of fomt ecosystems I f &  U S. Fonri plans to manage ecosystems, 
11 may be more effecbve lo cOnhnue to idenufy and momtor the SUNS of the "DeJurd Future 
Condihon' ofecosystems (i.e ,acres of forested habi ta t res"i .  acres io each plant community) 
in the Nauonal foresk, rather than look at individual or men groups of specter We therefore 
recommend usmg the Habitat Evaluauon proceduru deveioped by the FWS for species whlch 
have k e n  idenhlied as management mdicalors m the vanms plant wmmumucs 

dL 

Threatened w. Tius appndu Cantams 
The mounmn plover (Qlordnw 

n~manwj $5 2 Caregory 1 canardale species which should be added to h e  1x1 mis spenes i s  
an mcidenlal visitor lo nonh Texas wluch may w u r  on tbe grasslands dunng migrauon me 
correct Federal staNs of the Louisiana black bear (Umw m n c w  lueolw) IS Uueatened. 
Appendu D hsts this species as a Category 2 eandldale spectu. Addiuonally, the Amencan 
burying bcelle (Nicmphonrr ~ n c a n u r )  is listed on page 4 of the Appendu Thrs spster has 
not been documented m Texas and should be deleted from this hst 

ome inaceurale mfomahon whch should be urmcted 

h N e a l !  funcuon. rw.rA 
A revlew of the current research n d s  suggesU thal the science of omsystems management is 
relahvely new, local ecologld c~asslficahan typJ have nM been mmpleted for the Nahonal 
forcsls !n Teras, and there IS a lack of knowledgeregarding murrence and habitat reqnlremenli 
of Federally-Lsted s p i e s  , Therefore. standards should be developed (for each managemen1 
a m )  which allow amendmepls in s p x e s  and habitat management as new informauon IS oblaned 
from species surveys and ecological classilicauon idenuficahon 

Chaoler N. Daired FuNre C o n d i h o n a  44 %le we agrre that examples of natural 
succcssio~~ on forest and grassland ecosystems vvlll be demonsbated Uuough more areas that arc 
managed for special a m b u m .  we are concemcd thal thae may b s o m e  the only areas wlhm 
which ecosystems managenicnl mU be implemented The concept of a forestwide ecosystems 
management plan should be'sincerely put into prachce 

Chaoter IV.  Desired FutureCondluon. oaee 45 Language in the d d t  EIS provlder for 
allowmg developmen1 of 0J and gas weUr along major travclways To reflect tlus m Our %chon 
of the Managemen1 Plan. me statement regarding scenery along major travelways should be 
revired to read. 'Scenery along W of the major havelways, lake shores, and nver condors 
wlll  develop and m a "  a vanety of scemc quahhes, mcludmg some areas wtth an older-fowl 
characlcr ' It IS further recommended that a slalement m MA 1-52 and MA 2-52 be developed 
lo mclude that wcll sim and asmated facility laahonr may be placed m major roadways to 
reduce forest fragmentahon 

Dam IV. Manaeement Ohiech ves. Dare 48 We recommend addmg the following phrase to 
statement 3@), " and when Federally-hsted h l e n e d  andlor endangered spencr wll 
conlmue to be prolesled acwrding 10 the Endangered Spnes  Act ' We also suggest changlng 
the smtement4(d) to read, "Provide high quality pineand hardwood saw-hmber and other forest 
producls " Addiuonally, we quesuon whether or not 11 WIU be feasible to supply a a!lk!d 

of hlgh quality pine and hardwood pmducls 

MA-I. Standards and Guidelines. SllvlculN-. The diameter I1m6 hsled 
for scheduled regenerauon cumngs are rnmnsirlenf mlh those m the+* EIS for the 
manxement of the RCW and ils habitat on Nauonal fowls  m the Southeni Region Smaller 
diameter limns me a-table If uneven-aged management IS implemented, however, larger 
diamctcrs are required whcn irregular shelterwood IS used Irregular shelterwood leaves older 
w a s  wiul larger diameters and these trees produce higher quality seed sources Therefore, we 
recommend the diameter limits be increased to reflect tho= in the draft RCW EIS 

MA-1. Standards and Guidelines. Facdlhes mee LML We recommend changing the statement 
in MA-2-16 io include language for forest fragmentauon, I e , 'Restncuons may be implemented 
in responre to resource programs, such as wddhfc, f ~ W t  fraementahon, recreauon, " 
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SUMMARY C0M.MENl.S 

The U S Foresi Service IS commended on the development of an ecosyslem approach for 
managmg the National forests and gracrlands in Teras. as well as thmughout the t l ~M States. 
Implementauon of the preferred alternauve and mmrprauon of tho genwal and specific 
comments pm,ided herem should mlore the malure fares1 easystems in the Nauonal forests 
m Teras 

Tho hollomland hardwood arcas whrch mmpnse approumalely IO percent of Ihe lolal acreage 
of the Nmonal grasslanasah!nIId hc wtuaed as a swia.management area L i m M g  or 
mlrrmng grazing Ih lhue was rnould be consided b n e  restoratton Ihrough the removal 
of impmved pasture and w a d e r  species, such as cedar and hackberry, and estabhrhment of 
name grasses are encouraged 011 and gas explarauon and pmducuon, which permanently 
impacts the l a s t  amount of gmdand habitat, are d u d .  with impacts to st”r,ppanan 
vegetauon, and botlomlyd hardwmds avoided Developed and disperred rocreauonal 
oppormnilles are imporlanb due 10 the proximity of the Nauonal grasslands lo the DalladFon 
Wonh mwopolim area. but should not be emphasized over wrldhre habitat management 
Habitat managemenl, which provides requinm importan1 for endemic and migratory wlldhfe 
rpcier, should be given equal or greatcr conriderahon 

Dellncauan of RCW Habilat Management has is expled 10 recover the Federally-lirled RCW 
m the cmsml plam of easl Texas. as well as provlde habrlal for several hsled (and unhrled) 
rpccics reeenl U S. F u k t  Service d i d v e  to survey National forests for two Federally- 
hsted candidale species per year should provide us wlh much needed informauon for upgradmg 
or delirung thesc species llowevcr. a management rmdard needs io be developed io mclude 
lh~s new diracuve inlo the EIS and Revrxd Land and Resource Management Plan for the 
Nauonal loresu in Texas 

7he prefened allemauveemphasiusdeveloped recreauonal opponunxues, parucularly ORV use, 
and mineral leasing on grealer than half of the Nauonal forests in Texas We recommend that 
the number of praposed ORV (ralr in the dpft plan be reducai lo avoid impacts to the RCW 
recovery population on the Sam Houston NaUonal F o m l  Allemauvely, the U S. Forest Service 
may want to des igna le  the RCW recovery populatlon lo a different NaUonal forest l l ~ e  
revised Land and Resource Management Plan includes provisions to mlore the longleaf-pme 
forest, which IS the prefen‘ed habitat of the RCW. In the event the RCW populatlon expands 
inlo Angelma. Davy Crdelt ,  and Sabmc Nauonal Foresls, and exceeds that of the Sam 
Haurlon populauon, the U S Forest Sewice may want 10 redesignale lhe recovery populauon 
to one of these forests We are also c o n e ”  lhal the propored alternative, which places a high 
pnonfy on mineral leanng, may resull m furlher loss in the amount and qualrly of the maNre 
forest ecosystem and its associated Federally-hsled s p i e s  Foresl fragmenlauon from high 
commodity producuon IS more likely to negauvely impacl lisled species than the projected 
amount of forest loss in the d d l  EiS We believe this slrategy should be modified and 
evaluated in regard u) the cumulauve impacts from pasl. present. and proposed future acuVilleS 
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We apprecrale the oppomtmty Io review thew documents We hurl ulesc comments wlll be of 
use dunng find document developmeni 

Glenn B Sekavs 
R e g ”  Ennronmenml Officer 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE A R M Y  

FORT WORTH DlSTRlCT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
P 0 BOX ,7300 

/ b  8-9' 
FORT WORTH, TEX4S 76101-0300 F€De 

r ( E S l " l 0  O L  
A1IT1I11ONOS 

January 6, 1995 

MI Alan G Newman, Forest S u p ~ ~ s o r  
National Forests & Grasslands m Texas 
701 N Fist Street 
L u h ,  Texas 75901 

D w M r  Newman 

Thank yvu far the oppommty to comment on the Draft Envlromenlal 
Impact Statement (QS) for the U. S Forest Service's pmpmed Revised Land 
and Resource Management Plan, Nailanal Forests aild Grasslands m Texas, 
dated September, I994 Tlus project has been asslgned Project Number 
3994CU676 Please mclude tks number m fum correspondence concemg 
tins project 

We have reviewed tins Draft Q S  relative to Seclion 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and Section IO of the Pdvers and Harbors Act of 1899 Under 
Secuon 404, the U S Army Corps of Engmeers (USACE) regulates the 
discharge of dredged and fll matenal mto waters of the Umted States, 
including wetlands Waters of the UNled States mclude any put  of the 
surface water tnbutary system, fmm large nvem to small strcams, and any 
lake, pond, or other waterbody on the tnbulary system, as well as wetlands 
Waters of the Uluted States can mclude man-made as well as n a N d  d n a ~  
For example, abandoned constmction and m h g  pits may be waters of the 
umted states 

Our responabhty under Section IO IS lo regulate any work m, or 
affeclmg, navigable waters of the Umled States. The Sam Houston, Angeha, 
and Sabffle nauonal fomts border nsvigable waters of the Umted States 
Enclosed for your mformauon is a bst of navigable waters of the Uruted States 
m the Port Worth D m m t  Any of the above discharges or work may r q w e  
Department of the Army authormhon m the form of a perm11 

Due to the general namre of the acuvfues included m the proposed land 
and resource management plan, we are unable to determme from the Draft QS 
whether Department of the Army authormuon would be q u d  However, 
several types of activities discussed m the Draft Et; may q u l r e  authonzation 
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d they occur m waters of the Umted States, mcludmg wetlands Examples of 
gmunddishlrbmg activdieS that may requne authormuon where they occur m 
waters of the Umted States mclude, but are not lunited to, wme tunber 
harvesmg and related tunber management acuvities that are not part of an 
estabhhed operanon: censhucuon of mads, tr;uls, and recreational fachties, 
conshucmn of OII and gas explorauon web,  access mads, and production 
fachhes, and excavanon of nand, gravel, and m k  

When a specific project that would qum Department of the Army 
authoruatlon is proposed, please wntact our office and provide us with the 
dews of the proposed work,mcludmg the type and mount  of matenal. If 
any, to be &charged moth temporary and permanent discharges) mto waters 
of the Unded States, the locauon of any work 01 dacharges, and appmpnate 
plan and cross-section views of the proposed work. We understand that in 
many cases the U S Forest Service would not be the pMy responsible for 
obl-g D e p m e n t  of the Anny authormuon ln these cases, we would 
encourage you to lnform those commg to you for permits andlor mformatwn 
that they may need to contact the USACB regardmg authonzation under 
Sectwn 404 andlor Secuon 10. 

Thank you for your interest m our nauon's water resources If YOU have 
any questions c o n c e m g  our regulatory program, please contact Mr David 
M m  the address above or telephone (817) 334-4625 

smcerely, 

Pad M Halhom 
Chef. Bnvuonmenlal Resources Branch 



The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service is a diverse organization com- 
mitted to equal opportunity in employment and program delivery. USDA prohibits discrimination 
on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age, disability, political affiliation and 
familial status. Persons believing they have been discriminated against should contact the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250, or call 202-720-7327 
(voice), or 202-720-1127 (TDD). 


